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INTRODUCTORY PREFACE. 



The reasons which have induced me, a 
stranger iu England^ and coming into this 
kingdom, with no expectation whatever of 
publishing any new work while remaining 
here, to present the following production to 
the British public are these. Some time prior 
to leaving my native country, I remarked to 
, one of my associates in the Institution over 
' which I am permitted to preside, that I was 
perfectly certain that the common explanation 
of the ninth of Romans, was based upon a 
fundamental misapprehension of the Apostle's 
meaning and design in the chapter; and 
that, if my life was spared, I would attempt 
at least, a demonstration of the fact, by giving 
the true exposition. I had at that time satis- 
fied my own mind, in respect to what was 
the design of the Apostle in the chapter, and 
in respect to the meaning of all the particular 
passages found in it, with one or two excep- 
tions ; and I left home with the intention of 
devoting a large portion of the present winter, 
wherever I might be called to spend it, in a 
more extended and critical study of the chap- 
ter than I had before been able to ^Ive It, 

On piy arrival iu tVu^ Vv^^^wxi>\\^'^>^V 
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with much interest, that a new work on this 
very chapter, had just appeared from the pen 
of the Rev. James Morison, of Kilmarnock, 
Scotland. On giving this work, consisting 
of upwards of five hundred paj^es, a very- 
careful perusal, I was not a little interested 
to find, that the author had fixed upon the 
identical passage that I had done, as present- 
ing the key to the true explanation of the 
whole chapter, and that he had traversed 
this important portion of inspiration, on the 
same line on which I was myself threading 
my way through it. In respect to tlie pro- 
duction of Mr. Morison, permit to express 
tha opinion, that it is one of the lasting 
monuments of Biblical criticism of this cen- 
tury, and that it will never be answered by 
an appeal to the universally admitted laws of 
sound interpretation. In the perusal of this 
work my own ideal of the Apostle's meaning, 
and design throujjhout the entire chapter, 
matured into a full consummation. In de- 
veloping this ideal to my esteemed friend 
and bi other in Christ, Eev. John Stevenson, 
he urged upon me the preparation and pub- 
lic delivery, and final publication, if, after the 
delivery it should be thought, expedient, of 
the present course of lectures. They were 
accordingly prepared and delivered, and, in 
conformity with the desire of many who heard 
tbcm, they are now pij^euteOi iQ X\x^ ■^v&Kv^^ 
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and commended to the candid investigation 
of all honest inquirers of " the truth as it is 
111 Jesus." Such are the circumstances which 
have led to the publication of this work during 
my present sojourn in this kingdom. 

The considerations which have induced 
me to reject the common, and especially high 
Calvinist explanations of this chapter fire 
the following. 1. A remark of the celebrated 
Biblical scholar, Rev. Moses Stuart, made 
to the class of which I was a member, when 
a pupil of his, that the cases of Isaac, Esau, 
and Jacob, together with the sayings to Moses 
and Pharoah, found in the chapter, were 
simply illustrations of some proposition which 
the Apostle was aiming to establish and elu- 
cidate, and of course should be explained 
accordingly. This remark started the funda- 
mental enquiry in my mind, What is this 
proposition ? and how are these cases to be 
explained so as to elucidate and confirm it ? 
In pushing my enquiries in this direction, j 
early saw that the high Calvinist ic explana- 
tion was not based, as every true one must 
be, upon a clear ascertainment of this pro- 
position, and that the examples under con- 
sideration were not, in fact, so explained as 
to elucidate and confirm it. Hence the con- 
viction forced itself upon my mind, that there 
must be something fundamentally \n\^-s\%x^ 
the explanation, an exigl\axv^\.\o^ ^\^k^ ^^^- 
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sented the chapter as constituted of masses 
of broken fragments, instead of possessing, 
as all Paul's reasonings do, a beautiful har- 
mony and logical consistency throughout. 
2. I saw that this explanation rested entirely 
upon a total misapprehension of an historical 
fact of which, if we will enquire, we cannot 
be mistaken, to wit, the assumption that Paul 
is reasoning in this chapter as a predestinarian, 
against the Jew, as an anti-predestinarian. 
Now the facts are the direct opposite of this. 
Every solitary sect among the Jews, with the 
exception of the Sadducees, a small sect to 
which Paul never refers in his reasonings, 
were, as a plain matter of fact, high predes- 
tinarians, and could never have been at issue 
with Paul as a predestinarian. I hence saw 
clearly that an explanation which rested upon 
jsuch an assumption, and which could not be 
true, if that assumption was false, as I could 
not but know that this was, could not possibly 
be the true exposition. 3. I saw that this 
exposition presented the different portions of 
the chapter in the most unnatural relations 
to each other conceivable. Paul, for example, 
commences the chapter by affirming in the 
most solemn manner conceivable, his " great 
heaviness and continual sorrow of heart" in 
view of the impending doom of the Jew, and 
tAer^ according to this exposition, goes di- 
rectly on. to show, that this doom ^ccot^^ VvOa. 






and results from an eternal decree and pur- 
pose of God, No exposition can possibly 
place the different portions of the chapter in 
relations to each other more unnatural and 
repugnant. Whenever a devout and sancti- 
fied mind contemplates any event, as an 
object of an eternal decree of God, it is then 
to such mind an object of acquiescence and 
submission, and not of sorrow and anguish 
of heart, and any exposition which presents 
such an event as the opposite of this, as the 
one under consideration does, the doom of 
the Jews, cannot be the true one. 3, This 
exposition, as I saw most clearly, made the 
Apostle palpably contradict himself, in dif- 
ferent parts of the chapter. In the first in- 
stance, he presents the doom of his country- 
men as resulting from an eternal decree of 
God, and then, at the close of the chapter, 
represents this same event as resulting wholly 
from another and different caubc, *^ seeking 
salvation not by faith, but as it were by 
deeds of law." I could not but be assured, 
that an exposition which made an inspired 
writer thus palpably contradict himself, 
cannot be the true exposition. 4. I saw 
clearly that there was an exposition which 
most manifestly accorded with the real 
design of the Apostle in tbe chapter, and 
which gave to all its parts a beautiful ha.\:- 



mony and consistency throughout. Such 
were some of the considerations which led 
me first to douht the common exposition of 
this chapter, and finally to adopt that given 
in these lectures. The question whether 
the true exposition has been attained, is 
now left with the candid public to decide. 

There is an impression upon the minds of 
individuals, holding views the opposite of 
those advocated in the following lectures, 
which demands a passing notice, in this 
connection. The impression to which I refer 
is this, that these views are held not at all 
from respect to the teachings of inspiration, 
but as the exclusive result of a certain 
system of mental philosophy ; and that 
the plain language of the Bible has been 
perverted, to meet the exigencies of such 
system. Individuals who adduce such ob- 
jections, are undoubtedly very sincere in 
the impression, that they themselves are 
wholly free from the influence of pre-formed 
philosophical systems, in the study of the 
Scriptures. They are wholly influenced, 
they judge, in the formation of their theolo- 
gical opinions, by respect for the Word of 
God. Now if this class of individuals could 
only see themselves, as others see them, they 
might, perhaps, entertain opinions of them- 
selves, as Bible students, quite different from 
what they now do. Suppose ik^t every per- 



XL 

son who 18 at all influenced, in his explana<- 
tious of particular passages, by pre-formod 
systems of mental philosophy, wvre to receite 
from God the impression of certain peculiar 
features of countenance, indicatiye of this fact. 
Who of us might not be filled with self- 
astonishment, the next time we beheld our- 
selves in the glass ? Suppose that in the 
case of the individuals adducing the objec- 
tion under consideration, there could be a 
total oblivion of all systems of mental philo 
sophy, of all pre-formed theories of human 
depravity; and that they should approach 
the Scriptures as the exclusive pupils of the 
Spirit, to interpret the sacred text in sacred 
conformity to the laws of interpretation. How 
do they know but that the Bible would be a 
very different book to them, from what it 
now is? 

They meet, for example, with Such pas- 
sages as the following ; — -" And you hatn he 
quickened who Were dead in trespasses and 
sins." To them it appears quite fnanifeSt, 
that such a passage does and must teach, 
1 — that all men unrenewed by grace, ate 
not only under condemnation on account of 
trespas5tcs and sins, but that they are in a 
state of total disability to all good ; and 2-*- 
tliat in ro:r<^ncrntion, men are not the free 
active subjects of a divine influence^ **^vw\v^- 
ing themselves by obeying l\i^UxiN>CL^&A"^s^'^ 
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the Spirit/' that is, hy yielding to the truth 
presented to their minds hy the Spirit, hut 
the passive recipients of » divine resistless 
energy producing in them a new and holy 
nature. All who explain the passage as not 
teaching these dogmas are regarded as " spoiled 
through philosophy and vain deceit, after the 
traditions of men, and not after Christ." But 
what is it, friend, that makes it so perfectly 
manifest to your mind, that this passage does 
and must teach these peculiar dogmas ? What 
but a certain pre-formed theory of depravity 
and regeneration ? That this passage teaches 
the fact that men are " dead in (on account 
of ) trespasses and sins," and that in re- 
generation, they are quickened from death 
to life, by a divine influence, there is no 
diversity of opinion among evangelical chris- 
tians. The difference pert^iins exclusively to 
the form, and not to the fact of the death 
and quickening referred to. Of the fact wc 
are here clearly informed, and hence no 
difference cf opinion exists in respect to it. 
Of the form, we are not at all informed in 
this passage, and here, consequently, a diffe- 
lence of opinion obtains. Any person that 
infers from this psssage, not the fact, but a 
certain form of death and quickening, is 
wholly influenced, in such inferences, not by 
what the passage itself teaches, but by a pre- 
formed theory pf depravity and regeneration. 
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Of this death, whatever its nature may be, 
one thing is quite certain, that in it men are 
not passive, hut active. " Wherein (in which 
state of death) ye walked," (were active 
agents). Now, if men are active in this 
stite, how do we know, as far as anything 
asserted in this passage is concerned, hut 
that the nature of that activity is such, as 
implies the ability to the opposite form of 
activity ? If men are indeed, as we are here 
taught that they are, active in this state, 
how do we know, from any thing found in 
this passage, but that, in the divine quicken- 
ing here referred to, they pass, under a divine 
influence, freely and voluntarily, from one 
form of voluntary activity to its opposite ? 
.Take away all pre-formed theories of de- 
pravity and regeneration, and nothing found 
in this passage will even appear to teach either 
this or the opposite doctrine; the exclusive 
object of the passage being to aflirm i\iG fact 
of man's death bv nature " in trespasses and 
sins," and of his regeneration by a divine 
quickening, and not at all the nature ox form 
of either. 

So where the individuals referred to meet 
with the declaration, " Ye are his workman- 
ship, created in Christ Jesus unto good 
Avorks," how manifest it appears to them^ 
that the doctrine of the s.\\\\\ex'^ >^^'fe^^N^^*'^'^^^ 
regeneration is here mostxrci^^^^^^^^'^ v.'^nv^^'^* 
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and that no person can hold the opposite 
doctrine, excepting through the influence of 
philosophical speculations. Su])pose now, 
that as simple pupils of the Spirit, we leave 
this passage for a few moments, and enquire 
elsewhere in the divine word for some direct 
and positive teachings, if any there are, in 
respect to the agencies and influences ac- 
tually comhined in regeneration. We shall 
find, that they are three, — the Spirit present- 
ing the truth to the mind — the truth thus pre- 
sented operating upon the mind, to "convince 
of sin, of righteousness, and of judgment," — 
the sinner voluntarily yielding to the truth 
as thus presented. Thus we read in different 
places, that men in regeneration, arc '' born 
of God," " born of the Spirit ;" and again, 
that they are ^^ born again h?/ the word 
(truth) of God," and finally, that in this 
very change, the creature " purifies himself 
by obeying the truth through the Spirit,**' 
(yielding to the truth presented to his mind 
by the Spirit.) Thus, as the exclusive pupils 
of the Bible, we learn, that in regeneration, 
in " passing from death unto life," men are 
not the passive recipients of a divine energy, 
but that under the influence of the truth and 
Spirit of God, they voluntarily pass from one 
form of activity to another of a difierent and 
opposite character. Thus divinely enlight- 
enedj suppose we return to tjie -g^s^age above 



cited. What is there in this passage that 
contradicts the divine teachings which we 
have elsewhere found on the suhject of re- 
generation ? For aught that appears in the 
passage itself, the " workmanship/' and 
" creation/' here referred to, may be not the 
formation of a ne\V nature or constitution, 
but of a new character j a voluntary change 
from one form of activity to another, a change 
induced by the truth and Spirit of God, 
nothing but a pre-formed philosophical theory 
pertaining to the nature of human depravity 
and regeneration, can make any such passage 
even appear to teach, not i\ie fact of a divine 
workmanship, and creation in regeneration, 
but the form thereof — *•' Happy is he that 
condemneth not another in that which he 
alloweth/' 

It is not at all unlikely, that the views 
presented in these lectures on the influences 
of the Spirit, will be very honestly attributed 
by not a few to a certain system of mental 
philosophy ; while the objectors will as ho- 
nestly suppose, that their own theory of the 
Spirit's influences were formed from exclu- 
sive respect to divine teachings on this sub- 
ject. If there is anything that deserves to 
bo denominated the theological hobby of 
England, I hazard but little in saying that it 
is this, that in almost evex^ 'ii&^wxx^'^^*^'^ 
einnex must bo- told o£ \i\a ^^ig^xkasi^a^ ^^"^ 
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regeneration upon the Spirit, and then ex- 
horted to pray for his converting influences. 
Whence did this peculiar mode of teaching 
have its origin ? Do we find anything like 
it in the Bible ? No such form of teaching 
can be found there, nothing which even looks 
in that direction. Where are sinners, whe- 
ther careless in their sins, or enquiring 
" what shall we do to be suved," counselled, 
exhorted, or commanded, not to "repent and 
believe on the Lord Jesus Christ," but to 
pray for the converting influences of the 
Spirit ? Whence did or could such a mode 
of teaching, one so unlike and opposite to all 
Scriptural example, have its origin, but in a 
certain philosophical theory pertaining to 
regeneration ? Ought not good and wise 
men to put the enquiry, whether a theory 
which has led them in a direction so mani- 
festly opposite to all the forms of divine 
teaching and example on the subject, is not 
itself contrary to " the law and the tes- 
timony ?" 

In the following Lectures, the reader will 
perceive, I trust, that it has been the object 
of the speaker to " reason out of the scrip- 

Jures," and not to denounce those who dissent 
rom his views. May he not hope, that in 
a similar spirit, his work may be met, even 
iyr thoBe who differ from him in opinion ? 
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ROMA NS, ix . &c. 
DISCOURSE I. 

From V. 1 to 18. 

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATION?. 

1. There are two epistles of Paul which have a 
direct and special reference to the Jews — the Epis- 
tle to the Romans, and the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
The first appears under the nanr>e of the Apostle. 
The second^ though wiitten by him, is anony- 
mous. The question might arise, why did Paul take 
this particular course in addressing his countrymen? 
The reasons are obvious. Had he addressed the 
Jews directly, and in his own name, such were 
their prejudices against him, that they would never 
have read his epistles at all. By arguing the ques- 
tion in difference between him and them before 
the Church of Rome, and by addressing them 
anonymously, however, he had some hope of 
gaining a hearing. When an individual speaks of 
us to a third person, and especially to a distant 
community in whom we are deeply interested, wc 
naturally feel a great curiosity to know what he 
has said of us. Paul, then, manifested great wis- 
dom in arguing the point in difference between the 
Jew and the Christian before the chutck «\vl v^^~ 
pie of Rome, the capital o£ iVi^ ^tL\\j\x^^»^^'^'^''^ 



20 

were alike subject, in the first instance, and in 
addressing an anonymous epistle to bis bretbren, 
in tbe second. Their curiosity would be greatly 
excited to understand what was written about them 
in the former epistle, and the truth would thus be 
brought distinctly before their minds through its 
instrumentality, and existing prejudices against 
Jiim, as an individual would, as far as possible be 
avoided in tbe case of the latter. There were 
many Jewish Christians in Rome also, that needed 
to be instructed in the way of God more perfectly 
and to be confirmed in the faith, by having all 
their remaining tendencies to Judaism fully cor- 
rected. Grentile converts also, not only in Rome, 
Imt everywhere else, and in all ages, who should 
read the epistle, would better understand the way 
of life, by seeing the plan of redemption by Christ, 
and through faith in Him, placed in full and dis- 
tinct contrast with a system of error, with which, 
in many minds, it was likely to be confounded. 
Such, as I suppose, are some of Paul's reasons for 
tbe method adopted in the two epistles under 
consideration. 

2. Of the Epistle to the Romans, the first eleven 
chapters, after certain introductoiy remarks, are 
wholly occupied in arguing three great questioiis 
in difference between the Christian and tlie Jew — 
the questions pertaining: to the doctrine of Justifi- 
cation — of Sanctification — and the privileges to 
which the Jew fancied himself entitled consequent 
on his relations to Abraham, and the other patri- 
archs Isaac and Jacob. The doctrine of Justi6ca- 
tion he argues aud elucidates iu the first five 
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chapters. The discussion of that of Sanctificfttion 
occupies the next three chapters ; and the elucida- 
tion of the relations of the Jew to Abrahani and 
his privileges consequent thereon, occupies the re- 
maining three. The argument of the Apostle 
throughout is made to bear directly and immedi- 
ately upon, and to confirm the proposition which 
he la\8 down in chap, i, v. 16 17. " For I am 
not ashamed of the gospel of Christ : for it is the 
power of God unto salvation to every one that be- 
lieveth ; to the Jew first and also to the Greek. 
For therein is the righteousness of God revealed 
from faith to faith ; as it is written. The just shhil 
live by faith.'* 'i'he real meaning of these verses 
may be thus expressed. I am not ashamed to 
proclaim any where in the wide world the gospel 
of Christ, and this is the reason why I am not 
ashamed to do so. This gospel contains in itself 
a Divine power all efficacious to the complete sal- 
vation of every one that receives it by faith. For 
in it God's righteousness or plan of salvation is 
revealed, to wit — righteousness or salvation 
" from," that is, by faith, and revealed ** to faith" 
that is, for the purpose of being received by faith 
by all who hear it. Moreover thi| doctrine of 
righteousness or salvation by faith, accords with 
the express teachings of Scripture. " As it is 
written, the just shall live,*' or obtain righteous- 
ness or salvation ** by faith." The Apostle then 
proceeds to elucidate and confirm this fundamental 
doctrine of salvation by faith, by placing it in op- 
position to the three great errors of the Jew «i\ci\«i. 
referred to, JJ^ showiug ia XQ^^^^X Vi ^-wJo^^^^^sw 



22 

of error, that the doctrine of the Jew must he 
false, the Christian doctrine true, he elucidates and 
confirms the great fundamental article of Christ- 
ianity — the doctrine of salvation by faith, in dis- 
tinction from, and in opposition to, every other 
system. 

3. The ninth, with the two following chapters, 
is, as I said, occupied with the elucidation of the 
doctrine of righteousness by faith, in opposition to 
the error of the Jew, founded on his relations 
to Abraham. As preparatory to the attainment 
of the object I have in view in these lectures, 
special attention is now invited to the error under 
consideration. The Jew supposed that, as a 
descendant of Abraham, he could not by any 
possibility be lost, unless he openly apostatised 
from his religion, or became guilty of the most 
flagrant forms of crime. When entreated to re- 
pent, or accept of mercy, and especially to consent 
to receive it through Christ, he repelled the 
exhortation with contempt and indignation. " He 
had Abraham to his father." He need not exer- 
cise either *• repentance towards God, or faith to- 
wards Christ.'* As a descendant of Abraham, and 
in consequence of that descent, his salvation was 
secure, his perdition impossible. Christ therefore 
was ** to the Jew a stumbling block.*' With 
what earnestness did John the Baptist guard his 
hearers against the common error of his nation. 
To this error, the christian fathers refer in their 
controversies with the Jews. **Ye" (Jews), says 
Jusim Martyn, "expect to be saved, since ye are 
tJie JineaUy descended children of Jap^b." Again, 
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he says, ^'yonr Rabbins deceive both themselves 
and you, supposing that the everlasting kingdom 
shall assuredly be given to them who are lineally 
descended from Abraham, even although they be 
sinners and unbelievers, and disobedient toward 
God." "All Israel shall have a share in the 
world to come," says the Talmud, the gre^t 
national work of the Jews. Says one of their 
writers about the beginning of the Christian Era, 
" Because of the works of our righteous fathers, 
who were of old, we shall be redeemed." It was 
this delusiou which made Christ a stumbling block 
to the Jew. How important then would (he 
Aoostb deem it, as a means of bringing him to 
Clirist, to wrest this delusion from his mind. Under 
the influence of this, and the two fundamental 
errors discussed in the first eight chapters of this 
Epistle, Paul saw, that the masses of his own 
countrymen were about to reject God's righteous- 
ness, which is through Chrisi alone, aud ()bt2.iiied 
only by faith, and in consequence of that rejec- 
tion, to be given over of God to hopeless repro- 
bation. Under the pressure of this awful fact, 
the Apostle opens the discussion of the relation of 
the Jews to Abraham and the Patriarchs iu the 
chapter before us. 

4. Connected with the error of ihe Jew in 
respect to himself, consequent on his ideas of the 
efiicacy of observing the ceremonial law, and of liis 
lelations to Abraham, was another error equally 
fundamental pertaining to the Gentiles. lie not 
only held thst he was eleoted of God to eternal life« 
hw^ly an4 exclusively oix tVxa^fe %tvm^Vo^» t^>af^^ 
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that ihey, unless they hecame circumcised and 
united with the Jews by being adopted into their 
nation, were, whatever their moral character might 
be, hopelessly reprobated of God. God was the 
God cf the Jews only, and in no case the God of 
the Gentiles remaining out of the pale of the Jewish 
community. This error of the Jew, the Apostle 
refutes, in connection with the others above referred 
to. We must keep all these facts in mind, in read- 
ing the Epistle to the Romans, or else we shall not 
appreciate the Apostle's reasonings. In respect 
to the statements above made, there is a general, 
if not universal agreement among evangelical com- 
mentators on the Scriptures. None probably would 
deny any of them. The difference of opmion be- 
tween them pertains, not to the general plan or 
design of the epistle, but to the special explanation 
of particular passages, and especially of the chapter 
which we are now to consider. One of the must 
common errors, as it appears to me, of commenta- 
tors, in the explanation of particular passages, lies 
here, that they forget the real relations of ail such 
passages to the general design referred to, and 
consequently fail to explain them in the light of it. 
5. The reason why the Apostle commences the 
chapter with the most solemn asseveration of con- 
cern for and love to his own brethren, the Jews, 
is obvious. When we expose the errors and delu- 
sions of others, we very commonly appear to them 
as enemies; so the Apostle appeared to his country- 
men. Hence, his solemn asseverations of his real 
feelings towards them, and of his reasons for all 
tJiat he bad written and spoken concerning tbem. 
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Explanation of verses 1 — 5. 

We advance now to a direct consideration of the 
portion of the chapter before us, the portion to 
which attention is to be directed in this lecture. 
I will first direct attention to the first five verses. 

" I say the truth in Christ, I lie not, mv con- 
science also bearino; me witness in the Holy tihost. 
For I could wish that myself were accursed fro)u 
Christ for my brethren, my kinsmen according to 
the flesh : Who are Israelites ; to whom pertaineth 
the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, 
and the giving of the law, and the service of God, 
and the promises : Whose are the fathers, and of 
whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is 
over all, God blessed for ever. Amen." 

In respect to these verses also, there is a very 
general agreement among commentators, excepting 
in reference to one or two clauses, and in respect 
to these, the difference has no reference whatever 
to any thing bearing particularly upon our general 
enquiries. The passage naturally divides itself 
into four parts ; the affirmation, including verse 1, 
'*Isay the truth" &c. — the thing affirmed, verse 
2, "That I have great heaviness," — the object 
of this sorrow, verse 3, *' My brethren." — and 
certain circumstances connected with their state, 
which aggravated this sorrow, v. 4 5, "who are 
Israelites?*' The phrase " I could wish that 
myself," &c. is admitted by all to be a parenthesis, 
and may be considered by itself. 

We will first consider the asseveratioKv. T'*?^^ 
explanations have been gW^u ol \>aa -^^^l^^ ''^ ^^ 
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Christ." They have been considered as a part of 
the formula of an oath. The passage would then 
read, "I say the truth by Christ." It is enough 
to say, in reply to this explanation, that wherever 
the words in Chrvtt have this meaning, they are 
fouuil in conjunction with a verb of swearing, one 
necessarily implying an oath. Such an explana- 
tion then should not be given to them in this 
connection. The second form of explanation is 
this, — these words may be connected with the 
pronoun " I." The passage would then read 
thus, " lin Christ,** that is in the consciousness 
of my union with Christ, ''speak the truth, I lie 
not." In other words, what I am about to affirm, 
I declare, in the conscitiusnes of my union with 
Christ, to be the truth, and nothing false. The 
term " conscience," in the following clause, should 
be understood as synonimou » with congciou^ness. 
In this sense the term is often used in the Bible. 
The words in the Holy Ghosty are, of course, to 
be explained in the same manner n» the words in 
Christ have been. The meaning of the whole 
verse may be thus expressed. — In the conscious- 
ness of my union with Christ I speak, or am 
about to speak, the truth ; I lie not ; my own 
consciousness, while I am underthe influence of the 
Holy Ghost, testifying to my integrity in what I 
am about to utter. Some connect the words the 
Holy Ghost with the phrase I lie not, and make 
the following clause parenthetic. No difference, 
in regard to the real meaning of the passage is 
/nade which ever way it is explained, 
TJic thing affirojrd is fouml ia s^x^ ^-^^ Ths^t • 



I have great heaviness and continual sorrow in my 
heart." The term heaviness designates the idea of 
excessive grief. When an object excites great 
pain in us whenever we think of it, it is said to be 
tons a source of continual sorrow. So Paul asserts, 
that he experienced the most excessive grief, and 
continual sorrow in his heart. 

But who, or what is the object of this sorrow ? 
This, we are informed of in the following verse, ** for 
my brethren, my kinsman according to the flesh." 
The explanation of the parenthetic clause " I could 
wish, &c.," I shall omit till I have explained the 
two following verses. The meaning of the verses 
which we have now considered, may be thus 
expressed. In the consciousness of ray union 
with Christ I speak the truth, I lie not ; my own 
consciousness, while I am speaking under the 
direct illumination and influence of the Holy 
Ghost bearing testimony to my integrity, when I 
aflirm that I have the most excessive grief and 
continual sorrow in my heart for my brethren, my 
kinsmen according to the flesh. 

In the two following verses, the apostle | oints 
out certain circumstances connected with his 
brethren and kinsmen, by which his heaviness 
and sorrow of heart were aggravated. 1 — They 
were Israelites, that is, d«»scendants from Israel, 
and consequently, from the patriarch Abraham, 
and Isaac through him. 2 — To them pertained 
the adoption, that is., the peculiar privilege of 
being adopted of God as his peculiar people. 
Thus we read, Deut. c. vii., v. 6 — " Tc^x Ocsssp^ 
art au holy people unto l\vc l^oiscx^ XNk^ ^^^\ '^'^ 
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Lord thy God hath chosen thee to be a special 
people unto himself, above all people that are 
upon the face of the earth." No other nation had 
been thus adopted of God. 3 — To the Jewish 
nation also, and to them only pertaitied the ylury, 
that is, the visible symbol of the divine presence 
which attended them from Egypt, and finally 
rested over the ark of the covenant in the first 
temple. This visible manifestation of God was 
called the shekinah of the Jews. 4 — Another 
special privilege of the Israelites, was the cove- 
nants, that is, the various compacts or promises 
to the patriarch, and the nation itself of the divine 
protection and favour. 5 — Another peculiarity of 
the Israelites pertained to the "giving of the 
law," that is, in the language of Mr. Morison, 
'^ to the sublime and glorious publication of the 
moral law upon Mount Sinai, when God pro- 
nounced, in the audience of the people, the ten 
cardinal commandments, and subsequently de- 
livered them to Moses, engraved on two tables of 
s one. No nation or people had been thus dis- 
tinguished of God. So we read, Deut. c. v., 6 v. — 
*' For who w there of all flesh, that hath heard 
the voice of the living God speaking out of the 
midst of the fire, as we have^ and lived?" 
(i — Still, another peculia-ity of the IsraeUtes was, 
that, to them, pertained the service of God, that 
is, the sublime ritual service which God prescribed 
for them. The words of God are not in the 
original. The term service only is found there. 
7 — Another peculiarity still of the Jews, was the 
/promises, tkat is^ of the Messiah, and of the 8|prea4 



of the gospel of peace and salvation through them 
to all the nations of the earth. 8 — In the com- 
mencement of verse 5, we have another peculiarity 
of the Jews, — *' Whose are the fathers" that is, 
the^ are the descendants of the great patriarchs, 
Abraham, Isnac, and Jacob. No nation on carlh 
could boast of such an ancestry, an anccv^try so 
great, so wise, so good, and so favored of God. 
9 — But the great peculiarity still remains to be 
mentioned. Thev were the missianic people ^ " of 
whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who 
is over all, God blessed, ior ever. Amen." The 
two-fold nature of Christ, the physical and epi- 
rituai, the human and divine, are here brought 
distinctly and undeniably to view. In respect to 
the former, Christ was of the Jews, one ol their 
brethren, " bone of their bone, and flesh of their 
flesh.'* In resjiect to the latter. He is over all ; 
God, that is the Supreme God, who should be 
blessed by all creatures for ever and ever. 
" Amen," that is, so let it be, or thus let him be 
blessed. Such were the peculiarities of the Jews. 
Such were the circumstances which added to the 
jioignancy of Paul's grief in rtspeot to them. 

We will now consider the meaning of the clause 
in verse 3, " I could wish that myself," &c. To 
be ** accursed from Christ," means, according to 
the literal and necessary signifieation of the words, 
to be for ever separated from Christ, in a stale of 
hopeless accursedness. When rn individual seeks 
that which is necessarily connected with such a 
state, as separation from Christ i"s, Vv^ v^ "ysKs.^ vc^ 
Scri/>t«re, to seek the atal^ Vt'aft\^. To^s.'^^'^^ ^"^^ 
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Prov. c. viii. v. 36, "they that hate me*' (wisddrtt 
or rehgion) " love death." The words " I could 
wish," do not express the true meaning of the 
original. The verb rendered could wish, is in the 
imperfect tense, the tense that refers to past time, 
and of course, relates to a state of mind in which 
Paul had been, and not to that in which he then 
was. The real meaning of the phrase may be thus 
expressed — I was myself once in a state of mind 
in which I did wish to be eternally separated from 
Christ, and in this sense, willed my own hopeless 
accursedness. "Why did Paul use this language 
here ? He was writing about his brethren who 
were then in the very state of mind relatively to 
Christ in which he had been. Then they were, 
and to this day are, accustomed to pronounce 
Jesus accursed. As we can be saved only by be- 
coming united to Him by faith, to will a separation 
from Him is equivalent to willing our own damna- 
tion. The meaning of Paul then is this : I know 
the condition of my brethren. They wish them- 
selves accursed from Christ. I once, O horrid wish, 
willed myself to be thus accursed. How can I 
but feel for my brethren, who are now in the 8<ate 
in which I once was, a state which 1 tremble even 
to think of. This is the explanation of the phrase 
given by Mr. Morison, and is the only one that to 
my mind is perfectly, and, in all respects, satis- 
factory. 

The Apostle has now pffirmed his sorrow of 

heart, the objects of that sorrow, his brethren the 

Jews — and the circumstances connected with them 

rrlu'ch imparted such fearful poignaucy to his grief 
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in respect to them, to wit, the fact of his once 
having been himself in their precise condition — 
their descent from such God-fearing and God- 
obedient and believing ancestors, and the privileges 
which pertained to them as thus descended. But 
what the circumstances were connected with the 
Jews which were the source and cause of this sor- 
row the Apostle has not told us. That he has left us 
to infer for ourselves, the cause and source being so 
obviou?, that he had no occasion to specify them. 
It was, as all commentators will agree, the melan- 
choly fact, that such a people, instead of walking in 
the footsteps of their godly ancestors, and availing 
themselves of the great salvation proffered to them 
through Christ, were about, in consequence of 
rejecting that salvation, to be delivered over to 
hopeless reprobacy, and were about to incur that 
reprobation under the fearful delusion that their 
relations to the patriarchs and consequent privi- 
leges, instead of increasing their obligations* to be 
holy themselves, actually shielded them from the 
curse of God, whatever their personal character 
should be, and rendered faith in Christ imne- 
cessary. 

Sujh, as all admit, was the cause of the Apostle's 
grief in respect to the Jews. Under such circum- 
stances, and pressed down with such feelings and 
apprehensions, which course would he be most 
likely to take in his subsequent reasonings? 
Would he proceed to shew that the unbelief and re- 
probation of the Jew were the object of an eternal, 
immutable, and all necessitating decree, an evet^t 
which he could by no possv\)iX\l^ w^v^\ ^^>^^ 

c 
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he not ratber attempt to erase this fearful delusion 
from his ihind, and thus, if possible, prevent his 
destruction ? We now advance to the enquiry, 
vrhioh of these two course& the Apostle actually 
did take. 

The true answer to these questions turns wholly 
upon the explanation to be given to the first 
sentence in verse 6, to which very special atten- 
tion is now invited. The sentence is this — " Not 
as though (he word of God hath taken none 
effect." The term ^^for*^ in the next sentence 
connects all that follows in the whole chapter with, 
makes it depend upon this one sentence. As 
to this statement there is, I believe, a perfect 
agreement among commentators, and the case is 
BO obvious, that there hardly can be a disagree- 
ment on this point. The question is. What is the 
real meaning of this sentence ? 

Here permit me, in the first place, to call special 
attention to an important particle which is found 
in the original Greek, but which has been wholly 
omitted in the authorised version, and as wholly 
overlooked by all commentators with whom 1 am 
acquainted excepting Mr. Morrison.* It is the par- 



• ^* Thew u,"»aytf Mr. Morritson, ** a little but not insig- 
TiiBcant word^ which our traitblators have neglected to 
render. It 13 a very comiuon particle in all Greek writiugi, 
and it occurs many hundreds of times in the New Tetsta- 
ment. It has very frequently an ** adversative," or stronger 
still, an *•*• opf ositive" meaning, and then it ib genr-.raliy 
translated ** but.'* In this same epistle, for example, it 
occurs in chap. ii. v. 10. ' Tribulation and anguk>h upon 
every »oxi\ of man that doeth evil, of the Jew first and also 
oi the GentUis^ but glory, honour, aiA ^geac», to every 
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ticle Ja which, in such connections as that in which il is 
here found, is always translated but ^or hy some term 
equivalent to it in its meaning. This terra, when 
located as it is here, has a fixed and definite mean- 
ing in the Greek. It separates words, clauses, and 
sentences, where one is opposed to the other, aiid 
where what is affirmed in one is denied in the 
other. Thus we may say in English of an indi- 
vidual, he is a talented, but not a good, a good but 
not a prudent man. This term, then connects 
this sentence by way of opposition with what goes 
before, and makes the Apostle deny of the Jew 
what is expressed in the sentence, as not implied 
in what he had previously afiirmed of him. The 
meaning of the sentence may be thus expressed. 
But it is not with the Jew, in consequence of his 
relations to the patriarchs, &c., as though the 
Word of God hath taken none effect. 

But what are we to understand by the clause the 
" word of God," in this connection ? The phrase, 
the word of God has, among others, three distinct 
meanings in different passages in the Bible. 1 . 
Any declarati.in of God. 2. Some divine promise. 
3. A divine threatening. In the sense last named, 
the phrase is used in such passages as Heb. c. 4, 

one that doi'th good, to the Jew Bri^t, and also to the 
Gentile." It occurs again in chap. vi. v. 23 — " For the 
wagi^s of sin u death, but the gift of God in eternal life 
through Jefiua Christ our Lord." Now it ought to have. 
had, in the passage before us, the same rendering. When 
it is employed in the manner in which it is "ati^ed in this 
clause, it is never redundant ; the very first word, then, 
of thtj sixth verse should have bee a *• but\" * ^\A.^^\.'«»:^ 
thoujjh the vvpf4 of Qod );w^ t^e\vu^u<t ^^«^V 
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V. 12. "Tlie word (threatening) of God is qnick 
and powerful." In a similar sense the term word 
translated " work" is used in the 28th verse of 
Romans, c. 9. '^He "will finish the work (word) 
and cut it short in righteousness ; hecause a short 
work Tword) will the Lord make upon the earth.'* 
That is, He will speedily execute his word of 
threatening, and cut it short in righteousness, 
("execute it speedily in righteous vengeance") be- 
cause he will cause his word of threatening to be 
executed upon the earth. That the ])hrase " the 
word of God,'' is used in this sense in the passage 
under consideration, is perfectly evident, from the 
following considerations. 1 . These words are as 
well adapted to express this idea as any other, and 
may as properly, as far as usoffe is concerned, be 
employed in this sense, as in either of the others 
named above. This statement no one at all ac- 
quainted with the Greek language will deny. The 
real meaning to be attached to such words must, 
in all instances, be learned from the context. 2. 
The divine threatenings at that time hanging over 
the Jew, threatenings under which he was about 
to fall, but from which he vainly supposed him- 
self, consequent on his patriarchial descent secure, 
are the special objects of the A.postle*s attention, in 
the verses prcceeding. Tnese threatenings, and 
the relations of his countrymen to them, were the 
exclusive source of the excessive sorrow referred to. 
God's word of threatening, and not of promise, 
was the object of special attention. All the laws of 
correct interpretation require us to suppose the 
former, and not the latter to ))e T<il«t<i^tQ \a the 
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phrase, *' the word of God*' in this passage. 3. 
According to this construction, the Apostle directly 
and immediately denies the great error of the 
Jl'w, based upon the very circumstances previously 
specified. The Jew did, in fact, suppose himself^ 
in consequence of the relations and pririleges re- 
ferred to, free from all exposure to God's word of 
threatening denounced against the wicked. We 
ought then to put that construction here upon the 
words under consideration, which will make the 
Apostle deny that error, 4. Every thing said in 
the entire chapter, most readily, as we shall see 
liereafter, falls in with this construction. 5. In 
this very sense the terra " word" is, as we have 
seen above, used in a subsequent part of this 
chapter. 6. The passages of scripture cited in a 
subsequent part of this chapter to prove the pro- 
position containing these words, are threatenings» 
and not promises. See verses 26 — 29. These 
passages are all cited expressly to confirm the facts 
and arguments adduced by the apostle, to estab- 
lish this one proposition, and as the passages 
themselves are threateniugs, in the same light 
should we understand the phrase ** the word of 
God," in the verse before us. d. It is this very 
error of the Jew, to wit, that he was not exposed 
to the threatened judgments of God against the 
wicked, that the apostle denies in the remaining 
part of the verse, and proceeds to overthrow in 
his subsequent reasonings. *' For they are not all 
Israel that are of Israel," &c. The Jew affirmed 
that "all who were Israel (his natural desceiu 
At0si) were Israel," that \a» \\v^ %>g?vx\vv\\^ \^> ^^ 
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as natural offspring, and consequently heirs with 
him of eternal Ufe, and free from all exposure to 
God's word of threatening. This is what the 
npostle denies. It is to God's word of threaten- 
ing, and not to his word of promise, as commen- 
tators generally, though not universally suppose, 
that the apostle refers in the sentence, " Not as 
though the word of God had taken none effect." 

The phrase *'hath taken none effect,'' is a 
single word in the original. Its meaning is, ac- 
cording to the best Lexicons, to rail out of, to fall 
from or off ; to fall from any former state or con- 
dition, to become inefficacious or vain. Its mean- 
ing in this place evidently is, to cease to be effica- 
cious, or to lose its former power. The meaning 
of the whole sentence then may be thus expressed. 
The case of the Jew consequent on his relations 
and privileges, as a descendant of the ancient 
patriarchs, great and important as these privileges 
are, is not such that the word of God's threatening 
has ceased to be efficacious, or lost its curse in- 
flicting power in respect to him, should he con- 
tinue in sin, und regret the mercy of God in 
Christ. 

This is the proposition that the apostle now 
proceeds to j»rove and elucidate. How has he done 
this? Can you suppose that he has attempted to 
prove such proposition, by showing that a por- 
tion of the nation were eternally and uncondition- 
ally elected to salvation, and a portiou in a simiiar 
manner reprobated to eternal death ? What ten- 
dency is there in such a dogma to impress an in- 
dividual with the conviction that i( he should 
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reject God's righteousness^ nothing could shield 
him from the curse of God? Would not the 
Apostle rather proceed to prove, as I will now 
attempt to show that he does, that relationship to 
Abraham and the patriarch's do3s not render the 
rejecter of mercy secure against the curse of 
God? The propositicm then which the Apostle 
proceeds to establish and elucidate is this. The 
case of the Jew, notwithstanding his patriarchal 
descent, does not render God's word of threatening 
inefficacious in regard to him any more than in 
regard to other sinners. In accomplishing this 
object he first makes an affirmation containing 
the reason why descent from the patriarchs does 
not render the subject curse proof, while he re- 
mains in sin. " For, they are not all Israel, (heirs 
of God with Israel) that are of Israel, *• that is 
descended from him. Neither because they are 
the seed (natural descendents) of Abraham, are 
they all children :" (bis spiritual offspring and 
heirs with him of the kingdom of God). All 
are aware that the words Israel, Israelite, Abra- 
ham's children, &c. are used in the scriptures in 
two opposite senses — to designate those who have 
descended from these patriarcbs by naturaK ge- 
neration and those who resemble them in moral 
character. Thus, Christ says to the Jews, John 
viii. c 9. " If ye were Abraham's children (his 
spiritual as well as natural offspring which you pre- 
tend to be) ye would do the works of AbrAham." 
Again, John i. 47. " Behold an Israelite indeed, 
in whom is no guile !" The Jews cow^.^vv^^^*^'^ 
ail who wer^ the na;tuTti\ de^cfeti^^V» ^^ '^^^e*^ 
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patriarchs, were for that reason their fpiritaal 
offspring also. This the Apostle denies in the 
))assage just explaiocd, and now proceds to prove 
the truth of that denial. 

Before attempting to elucidate or explain the 
passages that follow, I would invite special atten- 
tion to two or three preHminarj observations : — 

1 . There were two distinct and opposite classes 
of persons upon whom the name of Abraham was 
to be called. (1) ^ certain portion of those who 
were to descend from him through the line of 
Isaac. (2) As the great founder of the sect of 
believers, he was to be called the father of the 
faithful in all subsequent pges. They were to be 
called his seed, and to become " heirs according to 
the promise." 

2. Both of these alike were given to Abraham 
bj promise — the 6rst, in such promises as these, 
'< At this time will I come, and Sarah shall have a 
son," and '' In Isaac sliall thv seed be called," 
and the second, in the promise, " In thee and 
thj seed shall all the kindreds of the earth be 
blessed.'' Indi\iduals became Abraham's seed in 
the first sense, by natural birth, according to the 
promise in respect to Isaac. They became his 
offspring in the second sense, by '* walking in the 
steps of the faith of our father Abraham ;" that is, 
by embracing the faith the promise made to him* 
***If we are Christ's," (united to Christ by faith,) 
'' then are we Abraham's seed» and heirs ac^ 
cording to the promise." 

3. If now Paul could addnce examples of na« 
^^r^/ descent from 4i)rabaai| and the ptber j^atr^f . 
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archs, which did not place individuals even amon| 
their natural descendants upon vrhom the name 
of Abraham was to be called, how perfectly would 
he annhilate the hope of the Jew of eternal life, 
or of being reckoned by God among Abraham's be- 
lieving oiFspring, and made heirs of God with him, 
simply because lie had a place among the natural 
offspring of that patriarch. This, we shall see, is 
just what the Apostle has done. " All are not 
Israel" (heirs with him) "who are of" (that is, 
the natural descendants of) " Israel." "Neither, 
because they are the seed" (natural offspring) " of 
Abraham, are they all children," included among 
Abraham's spiritual decendants, and consequently 
heirs with him of eternal life. To sustain this 
proposition, is the avowed object of the remaining 
clause of verse 7, " but. In Isaac shall thy seed 
be called." This declaration, which is quoted 
from Gen. c. xxi. v. 12, contains the affirmations 
not only that the name of Abraham should be 
called npou the descendants of Isaac, but also, 
that it should not be called upon those of Ishmael. 
The descendants of the latter were not to be in- 
cluded among the theocratic or missianic seed of 
Abraham. What a strong case was this for the 
Apostle to base his argument upon, that mere 
descent from Abraham did not render an indivi- 
dual an heir with him of eternal glory. The 
descendants of Ishmael, though with those of 
Isaac, springing fiom Abraham, were excluded by 
the Most High from being reckoned even among 
his missianic seed, or among his natural dft^L^vsA.- 
ants uppn whom, a^ auda, \i\^ x^vcafc ^^^ vs^Nifc 
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called. How then could mere descent from faim 
place an individual with Abraham as his spiritual 
ancestor among the children of God 7 Moreover^ 
the Jew himself acknowledged, in the case ol the 
descendants of Abraham through Ishmael^ tliat 
because one is a natural descendant from that 
patriarch, he is not for that reason to be reckoned 
among Abraham's seed in either of the senses 
under consideration. How presumptuous, then, 
from his own acknowledgments, was the hope of 
eternal hfe which he had based upon the simple 
fact that he was one of Abraham's natural de* 
scendants. 

The conclusion which the Apostle deduces from 
the case of Isaac and Ishmaol is presented directly 
in verse S. ** That is, they which are the children 
of the flesh, (mere natural descendants from Abra- 
ham) these are not (simply because they are thus 
descended) the children of God," heirs of spiritual 
life with Abraham : ** but the children of the pro- 
mise are counted for the seed/* Here the principle 
which I noticed above, is directly asserted, to wit, 
that individuals who are reckoned as Abraham's 
seed in either of the senses under consideration, 
become such, not by mere natural descent from 
him, but by becoming rhildren of the promise, the 
one class, by being by birth, included among the 
natural descendr.nts given to Abraham by the pro- 
mise pertaining to Isaac, and the other, by em- 
bracing the faith, the promise pertaining to Abra- 
ham's spiritual seed. 

In Tcrse 9^ the A|>ostle umply <^tc& the ^romis^. 
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pertaining to Isaac, in illustration of the great 
truth which he had previously established. 

" For this is the word of promise, At this time 
will T come, and Sarah phall have a son." 

Such is the most triumphant argument of the 
Apostle, based upon the example of Isaac and 
Ishmael. ** With what amazing skill," says Mr. 
Morison, " and with what triumphant success the 
Apostle has proved that there were room and verge 
enough for cursing to alight upon his fellow Israel- 
ites. It was true that they could boast a pure 
patriarchal descent ; and high, certainly, was the 

Privilege of such illustrious parentage. But the 
shmaelites were as really an Abrahamic people as 
they. The blood of the great ** Friend of God," 
and progenitor of the Messiah circulated in com- 
mon within Ishmaehtish and IsraeHtish veins. 
Yet the Jews themselves, being judges, their cousin 
Ishmaelites were not a Messianic people, nor ele- 
vated into the privilege of being the theocratic 
•* Children of Grod." Assuredly, then, the patri- 
archal ancestry of the Jews could not constitute 
them the people peculiar for the enjoyment of the 
Messiah's salvation ; it could not constitute them 
the glory inheriting ** sons and daughters of the 
Most High." All that are "of Israel" are not 
** Israelites indeed ;" neither, because they are par- 
takers of Abraham's flesh, does it follow as a co- 
rollary, sanctioned by the logic of revelation, or 
the logic of reason, that they shall he partakers, 
as his worthy children, of his honour and immor- 
tality. Everlasting life is secured by connection^ 
' iK)t with the patriarchs^ W\. \iVl\jl V:;Vv«x^ Ksa.^>S.^ 
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therefore, the great mass of the Apostle's " kias- 
mcn and brethren, according to the flesh," dis- 
chiimcd connection with that Jesus who was the 
only Christ, and leaned back for safety upon their 
connection with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, there 
can be no wonder that the Apostle should mourn 
over the misery of their impending doom, and be- 
hold in them, with anguish, but a multiplication 
into millions of his former infatuated and soul- 
cursing self." One remark further, before leaving 
the cases of Isaac and Ishmael. Nothing whatever 
has been said by the Apostle pertaining to the 
election or reprobation of either of these individuals 
or their descendants, as far as a future stately con- 
cerned. Nothing has yet been said that bears 
either directly or indirectly in favour, or upon the 
doctrines of election and reprobation. The de- 
scendants of Ishmael were excluded from the 
Missianic seed of Abraham, and thus afford per- 
fect demonstration of the fact that even Abra- 
hamic descent does not render one a child of God. 
The exclusion of Ishmael, however, neither implied 
that himself or posterity would or would not be 
finally saved, or threw the least obstacles in the 
wnv of their salvation. 

The Apostle now proceeds to cite a case still 
more in point. The Jew might object to the for- 
mer argument, that Ishmael was the son of a bond 
woman ; though to this it might be replied, that 
several of the twelve tribes upon whom Abraham's 
name was actually called, were similarly descended. 
Their mothers were bond-women as well as the 
mother oi Jsbmael, Against the case of the de<« - 
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scendants of Esau and Jacob, however, no such 
objection, and none of any kind, could be brought. 
Their ancestors were both bom at the same birth, 
and from the same parents. Yet the descendants 
of Esau were, notwithstanding, a patriarchal de- 
scent of the most perfect " purity" conceivable, 
not included in, but excluded from, the Missianic 
seed of Abraham, the seed upon whom the name 
of Abraham was to be called. How, then, could 
the Jew hope that mere natural patriarchal de- 
scent could place him among the spiritual seed 
of Abraham, and render him, even though ho 
should reject " God's righteousness,*' secure 
against God's word of threatening ? This is the 
precise use which, as I will now proceed to show, 
the Apostle does make of the divine declarations 
and arrangements in respect to the descendants of 
Esau and Jacob. I will cite the entire passage 
pertaining to this subject, and then give the need- 
ful explanations. 

" And not only this ; but when Rebecca also 
had conceived by one, even by our father Isaac ; 
(ior the children being not yet bom, neither 
having done any good or evil, that the purpose of 
God according to election might stand, not of 
works, but of him that calleth ;) it was said unto 
her, the elder shall serve the younger. As it is 
written, Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I 
hated." 

There are two verses in this passage that need a 
special explanation, before we consider the meaning, 
and bearing upon the Apostle's ar^umewt ^^ ^.W 
passage entire. The first t\val lTio\;v»\^>^^'^^^^'^' 
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*' tt was said auto her. The elder shall serre the 
younger." This declarRtion, which is quoted from 
Gen. XXV. 23, should most unquestiouahly be 
rendered thus. — ^The greater shall serve the less. 
The original word, here rendered elder, is used 
forty-five times in the New Testament, and in every 
other instance is rendered greater. There is no 
authonty for rendering it elder. A similar remark 
may be made in respect to the original word, here 
rendered younger. It is not the word that is 
adapted to express that idea. But who or what 
are we to understand as referred to, by the words 
greater and less in this verse ? This we may learn 
by reference to Gen. xxv. 23, from whence it is 
cited. *' And the Lord said unto her. Two na- 
tions are in thy womb, and two manner of people 
shall be separated from thy boweb ; and the one 
people shall be stronger than th€ other people ; 
and the elder shall serve the younger " The 
original Hebrew word here rendered elder, is used 
as Mr. Morison observes, upwards of six hundred 
times in the Old Testament, and in U4i solitary in- 
stance can it be made to bear the meaning here 
givjn to it, with one solitary exception ; and even 
then, as he shows, this meaning should not be 
given to it. Its literal meaning, as well as, uni- 
versal usage, requires that it should be rendered 
greater, and not elder. In this place then, as well 
as in Romans, the phrase under consideration 
should be rendered, and the greater shall serve the 
leas. The meaning of the whole verse is now per- 
fect}y plain . * * Two nations,' ' that is, the ancestors 
of two nations, ** arc iu thy v(Qmb>aiui two maimer 
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of people shall be separated from thy bowels ; and 
and the one people shall be stronger than the other 
people; and the greater people shall serve the 
less." No reference whatever is had here to the 
ancestors of theae peoples, nor to the relations 
which, as individuals, they should sustain to each 
other, nor to the epiritual or eternal destiny of 
either, or of that of their posterity. But, it is 
said, that one of these ]ieople should become 
stronger than the other, and that the greater 
should finally be subjected to the less ; facts which 
actually occurred in the subsequent history of these 
nations. In saying, however, that these people 
should constitute two nations, instead of being 
blended into, and thus together constituting the 
missianic seed of Abraham, as the descendants of 
the twelve patriarchs diil, it is affirmed that one 
of them should constitute the missianic seed of 
Abraham, while the other people should be ex- 
cluded from that relation. Nor was there any 
thing in this divine revelation to Bebecca, inti- 
mating directly or indirectly, clearly or obscurely, 
which oi these people should be the greater or 
which the less, or which should constitute the 
missianic seed, or which should be excluded from 
it. Of this fact, both Isa<ic and Rebecca remained 
profoundedly ignorant, till after Jacob obtained 
and Esau lost the blessing. The communication 
did imply, however, as I have said, that the one 
people should constitute the missianic seed, and 
the other be excluded from it, and thus lp.id the 
foundation for the unanswerable argument of the 
Apostle i that^ inasmuch^ o^ vYi^ y^\^^\. ^^ss^^^;.^ 
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able patriarchal descent was not of itself sufficient 
to place the subject even among tiie missianic people 
upon whom the name of Abraham was to be 
called, much less could it of itself, as the Jew 
contended, place that subject among the children 
of God, as the spiritual seed of Abraham. 

The verse foUowing the one now under con- 
sideration next deserves attention. As it is writ- 
ton, "Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated." 
By referring to Mai. i. 2, 3, from which this verse 
is taken, you will perceive clearly, that the terms 
Jacob and Esau, as here used, refer not at all to 
tliem as individuals, but exclusively to their poste- 
rity. ** I loved Jacob (the descendants of Jacob), 
and I hated Esau (the descendants of Esau), 
and laid his mountains and his heritage waste." 
Among the Hebrews, when one object is loved less 
than another, and when one is treated with less 
severity than another, the one is said to be loved 
and the other hated. Thus, in Gen. xxix. 23, 
" Leah says, that she was hated of her husband," 
while the same idea is presented in the verse pre- 
ceding, in which it is said, •'that Jacob loved 
Hachel more than Leah." The meaning of these 
words in the passage before us is, that God had 
brought the most desolating judgments upon the 
descendants of Esau, while he has spared those of 
Jacob. The love here referred to was not the love 
of an eternal election, nor the hatred that of cter- 
ualand unconditional reprobation, of Jacob or Esau, 
or of the posterity of either. They refer simply and 
exclusively to temporal mercies and judgments be- 
stowed and iniicted with a wise aad righteous 
</yscjyinjaatJoa^ 
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Bat in verse U, ve read of an '^ election," and 
of " a purpose of God according to (in respect to) 
election." We now learn distinctly and unde- 
niably to what that purpose and election referred. 
I . They refer not at all to the individuals as such, 
to wit, Jacob and Esau, but exclusively to their 
posterity. 2. They simply refer to one as the 
elected missianic seed of Abraham, and exclude 
the other from that seed. 3. They have no 
reference whatever to the spiritual and eternal 
destiny of either people, but simply to the tem- 
poral relations which one should sustain to the 
other. The greater people shall serve the less. 
4. No argument whatever can be adduced from 
this passage in favour of, or, in the least, bearing 
upon the doctfine of eternal and unconditional 
election and reprobation. No reference whatever 
can be shown in the passage, anywhere to either 
of these doctrines. 

But why does the Apostle say, " For the chil- 
dren being not yet born, neither having done 
any good or evil/' &c. ? The reason is obvious. 
The Jew might reply to the Apostle's argument, 
based upon the example of Esau and Jacob, on 
this wise. To be sure the posterity of Esau was 
excluded from, and those of Jacob included in the 
missianic seed of Abraham. The reasons for this 
distinction, however, are found in the overshadow- 
ing merit of Jacob. To exclude such a resort, he 
is reminded that the communication under consi- 
deration was made before either was born or had 
done any good or evil, that is, had any moral 
pbAractcr whatever that cou\jicQjCL^\\XN^^'^^^''>^^ 
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of the election between them. The election and 
purpose in respect to these peoples, constituting 
one the missianic seed of Abraham^ and exclud- 
ing the other from it, were an election and purpose 
'* not of works/' that is, they bad not their basis 
in the merits or demerits of the ancestors of these 
peoples, and thus affording ground of boasting to 
the Jew. They were of*' Him that calleth," that 
is, had their basis in the good pleasure of God. 

The bearings of this case of Jacob and Esau 
upon the Apostle* s argument, against the position 
of the Jew, that descent from the patriarchs of it- 
self, secured him a place among the children of 
God, and consequently rendered him secure against 
God's word of threatening, even though he shoulil 
reject the offer of mercy through Christ, is perfectly 
obvious. 1. Their posterity stood in a perfect 
equality, as far as patriarchial descent is concerned. 
2. Before any merit or demerit attached to either 
Jacob or Esau, and consequently before any ground 
of preference on the part of the posterity of either, 
consequent on superior ancestral merit did or could 
exist, the purpose of God to elect the posterity of 
one as constituting the missianic seed, and the re- 
jcctionofthe other from that relation, was announced 
by God. 3. As a place even among the missiani j seed 
was not at all conditioned on mere patriarchal merit 
or descent, but upon the good pleasure of God, 
how could the Jew hope that through such descent 
and merit, and that only, he could have a place 
among the spiritual seed of Abraham? 4. In the 
case of the descendants of Esau, the Jew himself 
acJtnoTyJcJged that there was the puTestoonccivable 
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patriarchal descent, with an actual exclusion from 
a place among the missianic seed, and with no 
title on that account to a place among the children 
of God, and no security consequently against God's 
word of threatening, in cise of a rejection of 
** God's righteousness." Why then should the 
Je\^ rest his hope of eternal life upon a foundation 
which he himself acknowledged had proved wholly 
inadequate in the case of others.- 

REMARKS. 

We have thus traversed the important portion 
of the Bible, to which attention was to be directed 
in this lecture. What have we found in it ? 

1 . Wo have found clearly and undeniably set forth 
one of the great cardinal doctrines of Christianity — 
the divinity and humanity of our Lord and Saviour. 

2. We have found also this great truth set forth 
and implied in the reasoning of the Apostle, tl;.at 
if we neglect the snreat salvation presented to our 
faith through Christ, nothing cm shield us from the 
curse of God. 

3. We have also learned another important truth, 
that the highest privileges, the clearest light, and the 
choicest influences of heaven, may consist with utter 
and final reprobation, and if unimproved, will com- 
bine their influence to render our doom infinitely the 
moie aggravated. 

4. We have seen the entire passage to possess a 
beautiful consistency throughout, alhhe pioposhions, 
aroriiments, illustrations, and factF, adduced by th3 
s icred writer, culminating in one ^ra.wl c.Ck\\<i\»^>Ks^^ 
and sweeping away w\l\\ t^va>\^'5& V^w^^ '^^ \?^v^^ ^ 
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lies, where the Jew had concealed himself in the vain 
hope that he was thereby secure against God*s word 
of threatening. 

5, In our sojourn amid the great realities sha- 
dowed forth to our apprehension in this passage, we 
have searched in vain for a place for that great stum- 
bling block in the vray of the salvation of sinners, 
the doctrines of eternal and unconditional election 
and reprobation. In tra/ersing through the length 
and breadth of the Apostle^s reasonings, we have 
found not a solitary rook or corner where ihcse 
dogmas have a legitimate dwelling place. 



LECTURE II, 
ROMANS IX. 14—18. 

BECAPITrfATION 07 THB POSITION ELUCIDATED IN THE FIRST 

LBCTUBE. 

In the first five verses of this chapter, Paul, as we 
have seen, affirms, in the most solemn manner, his 
great heaviness and sorrow of heart, on account of 
the impending doom of the mass of his brethren and 
kindred the Jews. 

He also states certain circumstances connected 
with the Jews which made their then state, and con- 
sequent prospective doom, sources of such anguish 
to his mind. 1. He had himself once been in the 
same state of mind in which they then were, and 
exposed to the same doom that was impending over 
them. They were wishing themselves accursed from 
Christ. He had once willed the same thing rela- 
tively to himself. 2. They weie the descendants of 
the holy patriarchs, and the greatest honour and 
] rivileges attached to them, consequent on their 
relations as the missianic seed of such patriarchs. 

In referring to the relations and privileges of his 
countrymen consequent on their patriarchal descent, 
Paul presents, in the stronge&t possible light, the 
very facts on which the Jew rested his hope of eter- 
nal life, and denied his exposux^ Vo ^tv^ ^^'c^j^'ji'w^'^ 



52 

which God has denounced against sinners. Paul 
admits the facts, and admits them in all their lenj^h 
and breadth ; but denies the cocclusion which the Jew 
based upon them. 

To sustain and demonstrate the truth of that denial 
is the object of the Apostle, all his reasonings Irom 
vorse 6, and onwards throtigh the chapter. He ad- 
mits the patriarchal descent of the Jew, and the high 
honours and privileges pertaining to him as the rois- 
bianic seed of Abraham. But, the case of the Jew, 
in consequence of these facts, is not, he says, such 
that God's word of threatening has lost its curse- 
inflicting power in reference to him, because he is a 
Jew, any more than it has in reference to other sin- 
ners : and that for this reason, all the natural descen- 
dants of Israel are not his spiritual offspring • nor 
because men are the mere lineal descendants of 
Abraham, are they all his spiritual children. If this 
was the so, as the Jew claimed that it was, then, 
whatever threaienings God may have denounced 
against sinners, such denunciations could have ii4> 
efficacy, as far as the Jew was concerned. He was 
curse proof, consequent on his relations to Abraham. 
Your are not curse pmof, is the argument of tlie 
Apostle, foi the all-sufficient reason, that all tlie 
hnedlly descended offspring of the patriarchs, are 
not, as a matter of fact — a fact which you yourself 
acknowledged, their spiritual offspring ; and con- 
sequently, heirs with them of eternal life. To de- 
monstrate the truth of this denial of tlie position of 
the Jew, is the object of tlie Apostle in citing the 
cases of the descendants of Abraham^ through Ishmael 
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In reference lo both these people, the Jew himself 
admitted the following concIusiDns which were of 
the most vital bearing upon the Apostle's position. 
1. Their descent was really and tiuly patriarchal, 
and that of the posterity of Esau, of the purest possi 
ble kind. 2. Yet such descent did not secure for 
them a place even among the roissianic seed of 
Abrdhan^. How then could such descent merely 
place the Jew among Abraham's spiritual offspring, 
and render him curse proof against God's word of 
threatening ? 3. That this descent did not, in fact, 
do this in reference to the posterity of Ishmael and 
Esau, the Jew himself confessed and affirmed. How 
presumjifuous in him then, to suppose, that such 
descent could shield him from God's word of threat- 
ening, if he should reject God's righteousness. 

To cut the Jew off from all hope resting on mere 
patriarchal descent, the Apostle reminds him that 
God's purpose to elect one part of the descendants of 
Isaac as the missianic seed of Abraham, and to ex- 
clude the other, was announced when the ancestors 
of these peoples had neither merit nor demerit that 
could constitute them lieirs of such election. Those 
ancestors were not yet bom, and neither of them had 
done anything good or evil. If God made a dis- 
crimination amonjj even the descendants of Isaac, iii 
making up the missianic seed of Abraham, what 
reason had the Jew to conclude, that a discrimina- 
tion, if lea&ms, such as a rejection jf God's riglite- 
ousness should demand it, would not be made among 
the posterity of Israel, in making up the spiritual 
offspring of Abraham. 

That I have rightly explained the object oC <.Ia 
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Apostle in his reasoninjrs against the error of the 
Jew, and in the use which he makes of the cases of 
the descendants of fshmacl and Esau, I presume, no 
one will doubt. How elearly is this shewn in the 
conclusion which the Aposile draws from the case of 
the descendants of Isaac and Ishmael, in v, 7 and 8, 
" In Isaac shall thy seed be called," that is, your 
name shall be called upon your posterity descending 
through Isaac, and not upon those through Ishmael. 
Now mark the conclusion which the Apostle deduces 
from this declaration : " that is," in other words, this 
example proves, that " they which are children of 
the flesh (mere lineal descendants of the patriarchs) 
these are not (merely for that reason) the children of 
God." The Jew said they were, and were conse- 
quently, whatever they might do, shielded from 
God's word of threatening. The conclusion which 
Paul draws from the example of Isaac ar.d Ishmael, 
shows that his object in addiicing their case was to 
disprove the affirmation. For the express and 
avowed object of sustaining the same position, he 
proceeds to cite the case of Jacob and Esau. I have 
not (hen, misapprehended the great objector design 
of the Aposile m the portion of the chapter which 
we have already considered. This, I presume, all 
will admit. If this be admitted, two conclusions 
necessarily follow from that admission. 1. 1 have 
also rightly interpreted the particular passages of which 
the whole is made up ; for I have so interpreted 
them, and only so, as to render their real meaning 
harmonious with the great design under consideration. 
Ko opposite or different explanations can be made to 
fhlJ in with (hat design, 2. No place whatever is 
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found ill the first thirteen verses of this chapter, fot 
the doctrines of eteinal and unconditional election 
and reprobation. Nothing that we have yet found 
even looks towards these doclrines. 

Explanation of Romans ix. verses 14 — 18. 

We now advance to a direct consideration of the 
passage which I shall attempt to explain and eluci- 
c?ate in this lecture. In respect to the design of the 
Apostle in this pasfa<i;e, there can be no doubt. It is 
to answer an objection which a Jew would naturally 
urge against his position and argument in the pre- 
ceding part of the chapter, and to answer it in such 
a way as to confirm and strengthen that position and 
argument. Permit me to ask a question or two here. 
Would the introduction of the doctrines of eternal 
and unconditional election and reprobation tend to 
any such result ? What appropriate place could 
they have in such a connection as this ? What 
tendency has such a doctrine to prove that God is 
not unjust in not making mere patriarchal descent 
the condition of eternal life ? Can anybody in the 
wide world tell us how ? 

But to the passage itself " What shall we say 
then," that is, what conclusion shall we deduce from 
the doctrine which has been demonstrated as true in 
the preceding part of the chapter, to wit, that the 
Jew, merely because he is a lineal descendant of 
Abraham and the patriarchs, is not, for that reason 
merely, an heir of glory with Abraham, and curse- 
proof in respect to God's word of threatening de- 
nounced against all who reject God's righteousness, 
which is through faith in Chn«il» *^ \s»n5okw.>^^<\'^^^- 

1& 



5G 

ousness with God ?"1hati8, is this the conclusion We 
"Bball draw from such a fact ? Shall we conclude 
that if God does not save the Jew, however wicked, 
iind doom to eternal death the Genii le,'however holy, 
and that simply because the one is and tlie other isnot a 
descendant of Abraham and the other patriarchs, that 
therefore God is not righteous in liis dispensations ? 
** God forbid," that is, it is not so by any means. 

To show this the Apostle makes a direct appeal to 
•what was recorded in the scriptures, as having been 
'«aid by God to iVIoses. The Jew acknowledged the 
divine authority of what was there written. Jfthen 
Paul could ^how that his doctrine was clearly and 
undeniably taught in the Jewish scriptures themselves, 
the objection of the Jew against it would be perfectly 
(Silenced. This is the very appeal to which he now 
resorts : ** For he saith to Moses, I will have mercy 
i0n whom I will have mercy, and I will have com- 
ipassion on whom I will have con) passion.*' The 
»term "For," in the commencement of this verse, 
«hows what Paul -s object is in citing the words of 
God to Moses. There is not unrighteousness with 
God in dealing with the Jew according to the prin- 
ciple which 1 have laid down and established. "For, 
'he (God) saith unto Moses," that is, the very doc- 
'Irine which I maintain is affirmed in the declaration 
'of God to Moses, which I will now cite. Jf this 
declaration then is rightly explamed, it will be so 
.explained as to affirm that doctrine. To show that 
•it does contain this doctrine, let us now recur lo the 
circumstances in which this declaration of God lo 
Moses was made. The declaration is cited from 
-^, jsxxiiu 190 It.vffifi iiko made direct^ and im^ 
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mediaiely with Beferenoe to the Jews*. Wlialevjei^ 
principle of the divine administration therefore is, 
contained in it, the Jew himself would acknowledge 
was applieable to him . W hat then- were the circum- 
stances ia> which this> declaration was made ? Moses 
had been for forty days and forty, nights iu the Mount 
with God, During this time God had wriuen the 
Ten Commandments with his own finger, on the twa 
tablets of stone. While this solemn scene was being 
enacted in the Moimt, the people, in the camp, bad 
mavle a golden calf, and were around it engaged ia 
llie most obscene and idolatrous worship. God re- 
minded Moses of the fearful; fact,, and proposed t<^ 
him to destroy the whole people and- make of hint 
a great nationw Moses intreatcd God not to do this, 
but to spare the people. Ue then went down among 
the people^ destroyed their idol^ inflicted- due ven-> 
geauce upon the leading idolaters, and tiien re-as- 
cended the Mount and besought the Lord to pardoa 
the sin of the people. This peiidon and God's an- 
swer are found in. Ex. xxxii. 32 — 34. " Yet now, 
if thou wilt forgiwe thei* sin— j and if not, blot me, 
I pray thee, out of thy book which thou hast written. 
And the Lord said uuta Moses, Whosoever hatin siii^ 
ned against rae, hi^n will I blot out of my book. 
Therefore now go, lead tlie people unto iJie place of 
which I have spoken uato thee : beliold, mine Angel 
shall go before thee: nevertheless in the day when 
I visi^ I will visit their sia upon them.'* Here yoiji 
will observe, that God answered ihe prayer of Mose^ 
so far as sparing the Hves of the people was con-^ 
cerned. He peremptorily denied his request, how- 
ever, as fur %s the petition for \\^ ftxci^w ^'^i^ ^«s^ 
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was concerned. He proposed to spare the people's 
lives, to permit an angel of his to go before ibem 
and lead them into the promised land ; but threat- 
ened to take his own presence from their midst, and 
not to lead them in as his people. Moses afterwards 
appeared before God to get this fearful threatening 
of the withdrawment of the Shekinah removed. God 
heard him even here. **My presence (face) shall 
go with thee." Then Moses presented one petition 
in his own behalf. " I beseech Thee, show me thy 
glory." To this petition God also acceded. In 
doing so, however he reminded Moses of the petition 
which he had presented tor the pardon of the people. 
As far as this is concerned, is the divine response, my 
principles of administration are fixed and changeless. 
If you ask me to forgive those who are sinning 
against me^ I cannot grant the request. I leceive no 
dictation from creatures in respect to the conditions 
on which I shall pardon the sinner. On the other 
hand, *' I will have mercy on whom I will have 
mercy, and will have compassion on whom I will 
compassion ;" that is, I have my own conditions on 
which I will pardon sin, and the petitions of no 
individuals, in behalf of those, whoever they may be, 
who have not complied with these conditions, can 
avail with me. This is the plain meaning of this 
remarkable declaration of God to Moses, Mark now 
its bearing upon tiie Apostle's argument with the Jew. 
The Jew affirmed that ahhough he should sin, and 
continue in it, he was shielded from the threatened 
curse, by his relations to Abraham. Paul adduces 
a case in which even Moses prayed for the removal 
of the curse which hung over Jews themselves, who 
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weire yet 'm their sins, ^d God positively refused to 
grant his request^ and left the curse still suspended 
without mitigation, over the transgressor. I^o, says 
God. I cannot grant such a request. ** I will have 
jnercy on whom I will have mercy," &c. How 
then could the Jew hope, while remaining in the 
same state, that the merits of Abraham would shield 
him from the curse which God still suspended ovef 
him ? Such is the argument of the Aposile ifi ad- 
ducing this saying of God to Moses. 

Observe, now, the conclusion which the Apostle 
bases upon this declaration of God to Moses : — ' * Sq 
then it is not of him that willeth, nor of him that 
runneth, but of God that sheweth mercy ;" that is, 
it follows from the declaration of God to Moses just 
cited. What is it that follows from this declaration. 
This : that the condition of mercy docs not depend 
upon the will of him that seeks mercy, nor upon that 
of him who runs after it, but upon the will of God 
who sliews or exercises merpy. If it belongs to God 
to dis))ensc mercy, it belongs to Him also to prescribe 
the condition on which He will dispense it. The 
Jew was seeking mercy and ruqning after it, but, 
instead of enquiring after the coiidiiion on which 
Qod had promised to h^stow it, he was prescpbinff 
conditions for God. }\e copsequently remained 
ignorant of *' God's righteousness" or method of 
salvation* and in *' going about to establish his own 
righteousness" refused to " subi^it to the lighteous- 
ne^ of God." God had said to Moses '^ I will have 
mercy," &q. It became the Jew, then, not to say 
God must save this man and destroy that ; but to 
^n^juire who it jis ^^ God wi)l bestow me^f ui^kk 
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and by becoming such, to receive that mercy him- 
self. 

The mistake of the high Calvanist in his explana- 
tion of this passage, is this. He does not enquire 
what it is that ** is not of him that willeth," &c., but 
concludes^ that the word "it," refers to conversion 
or election, instead of pardon. To suppose that 
this term refers to conversion, or eternal and uncon- 
ditional election, and not to the condition of pardon, 
is a violation of all the laws of interpretation. Nothing 
whatever has been said in the chapter about conver- 
sion or election, or any such doctrine, one way or the 
other. The condition of mercy, on the other hand, is 
the point, and the only point at issue, in this con- 
nection, between the Apostle and the Jew. The 
term ** it," then, according to all the laws of lan- 
guage, must represent this idea. How important it 
was for the Jew to understand this great truth. He 
was earnestly seeking for mercy, and was ruiming 
his round of ceremonies to obtain it ; but was pre- 
scribing conditions of his own, instead of enquiring 
after God's way of life, and thui *' submitting to 
God's righteousness." The truth then, that he needed 
to be reminded of, is the fact, that the condition of 
mercy does not depend upon the will of him that 
seeks it, nor upon thai of him that runs after it, but 
upon the will of God who bestows it. This is the 
sentiment, and the only sentiment expressed by the 
Apostle in this passage. 

In further confirmation of the truth thus clearly es- 
tablished, Paul next adduces the case gf Pharoah. — 
*• For the scripture saith unto Pharpah, Eyen for this 
^nw purpose have I raised X]m up, t|^at \ might 
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shew my power in thee, and that my name might he 
declared throughout all the earth." The term " for," 
connects this verse with what goes before, and shews 
that the object of the Apostle in adducing this case 
is to elucidate and conBrm the doctrine which he has 
ju^t set forth. There must be something in this 
saying to Pharoah, therefore, which bears directly 
and decisively upon that doctrine. The doctrine is 
tliis, that God will have mercy upon those who corr- 
ply with his own divinely prescribed condition, and 
upon none others, whatever their relations or cir- 
cumstances may be. What then is there in this 
inspired declaiation to Pharoah, that elucidates and 
confirms this ^rcat truth ? Let us see if we can find 
in it this important principle. The first clause of 
the declaration is this, " For this cause have I raised 
thee up," The Greek word here rendered " raised 
up," is applied, when an individual is raised from 
any condition in which he was before, to a higher or 
different state. For example. If he is asleep, to raise 
up, means to awaken out of sleep ; if he is dead, to 
raise from death to life ; and if he is sick, to restore 
to heahh. The literal meaning of the original He- 
brew word which the Greek term under consideration 
represents, in the conjugation in which it is found, 
(Ex. c. ix, V, 16) means, to cause to stand. They 
indicate that Pharoah had been raised up from some 
state in which he had been before these words were 
addressed to him. What was that stale } Pharoah 
and all his people had just been restored from the 
fearful plague of the *' boils breaking out with biains 
upon man and upon beast.*' God appears before 
biWi through his servants Moses and A.wow^ ^^jv<i^^V^ 
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him that if lie wtU continue to rebel against Ul& wove}* 
he will go on with his judgments for the purpose of 
convincing Pharoab and bis people that there wasi 
<< none like God in all the earth." <' For I will at 
this time send all my plagues upon thine heart, and 
upon thy servants, and upon thy people ; that thou 
mayest know that there is none like me in all the 
earth. For now I will stretch out my hand, that ( 
may smite thee and thy people with pestilence ; and 
thou shalt be cut off from the earth." In such a 
connection, an:l just as Pharoab had been restored 
from such a disease, the words before us wero 
addressed to him. ** And in very deed for this cause 
have [ raised thee up." Raising from the bed of 
sickness, and restoration from the fearful disease 
which had just fallen upon him, was the raising up 
referred to. Calling into being cannot be the mean- 
ing of these words in this connection. The wotxis 
rendered raised up, never, 1 believe, have this signi* 
fication. The idea of raising up to the throne of Egypt 
is also too remote from the circumstances in which 
the words were uitered to be the raising up referred 
to. 

But for what purpose was Pharoali raised up ? Two 
reasons are assigned, '* that I might show my power 
in thee" — '' and that my name might be declared 
throughout all the earth." What is the meaning of 
the first clause } Paul speaks of God^s having '' r&p 
vealed his son in him." The meaning in this case 
cannot be mistaken. It means, not only that God 
made Christ known to Paul, but, that a union was 
consummated between Paul and Christ, by means of 
tbiU revclptioo. To revei4 God's power io ao iur 
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dividual then implies, that the individual has not only 
received the knowledge of God, but has come into 
harmony with the truth revealed to him. The first 
object of God therefore in restoring Pharoah to health, 
and preserving him as He had done, was to secure, 
by means of that revelation, his salvation. Ihe 
salvation of Pharoah then, was God's first object in 
all his dealings with him. 

But what was the second ? " And tliat n:v name 
mis;ht be declaied throughout all the earlh,'' that 
is, through you, as a monument of grace, should you 
repent ; or, a monument of wiaih, should my judg- 
ments fail of their primary object in respect to you, 
to bring about a consummation, in which, for the 
salvation of the race, "God's name should be de- 
clared ihroughout all the earth." Such is ihe evident 
meaning of ihis very extensively misunderstood, and 
consequently fearfully perverted passage. Instead of 
calling this unfortunate man into being, or raising him 
to the throne of Egypt, for the purpose of making 
him, for the terror of mankind, a monument of 
wrath ; God is here revealed, as sparing the guilty 
man, in the midst of the most terrific judgements, and 
restoring him from a deadly disease, with none other 
than purposes of mercv to him and to the race, with 
no intent of resoningto reprobating judgment, till all 
efforts to prevent such a doom had become perfectly 
hopeless. 

To render the truth of this explanation still more 
evident, permit me to recur again to the connection 
in which this passage stands in Ex. ix. According 
to the celebrated Hebrew Grammarian, Dr. Isaac 
Nordbeimer^and many other learned Biblical-scholars^ 
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the preceeding verse dhould be thus renderedl " F\9i» 
should I now stretch out my hand, and smite thee 
and thy people with pestilence ; thou- Wouldst be cut 
off" from the eatthi" that isj should I bring down my 
judgments as I might do, you would be cut off from> 
the earth, and thereby your probation being brought? 
to a sudden and final termination, you- would have 
no other opportuiiity to obtain mercy. In the r4ti>i 
verse, God informs Pharoah, ihat for the purpose of 
securing his salvation and that of his people, by 
convincing them that there was "none like Him 
(God) in all the earth," he would, "at that time, 
send all His plagues upon him, and upon his servants, 
and upon his people." In the next verse, the one 
above explained, to show the monarch how com- 
pletely he was in God's hands, God reminds him, 
that if He should, as iJe might do, " stretch out H\B 
hand, and smite Phviroah and his people witii pes- 
tilence ; (with destructive disease, instead oF plagues, 
under which life might be preserved,) he would be 
cut off /rom the earth" ; his probation thereby bein^ 
at once terminated, and no further oppcrttinity afforded 
him " for repentance unto life." Then- \vt the ftexl 
verse, that cited by Paul, God adds, " And in very 
deed, for this cause," that is, to- prevent thy desti»HC- 
tion, by lengthening out thy probation on the one 
hand, and by "showing ilWe my pmver^' to secure 
thy salvation, on the other, " 1 have raised thee op,** 
(restored thee to health, and preserved thee alive in 
the midst of my judgments.) This, God informed 
Pharoali, was His direct and immediate design, as fai 
as he, as an individ^ual, was concerned. But He had 
anotljer trltervor design, Th<HighFhavoeh,asawioii«- 
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.ment of mercy — should he repent, or of judgment 
— should God's dispensations fail of their end, in re- 
speot t0'him,<as an individual, he designed, tor the 
salvation of the race, to .bring about a consummation 
in which ** ilis (God's) name should be declared 
(revealed or made known) throughout ail the earth".. 
As a vessel of mercy or of wrath, Pharoah wrs to be, 
in fhe hands of God, an instrumeiit of good to ilio 
•race. The latter, God would not render him, till all 
-hope of his repentance was annihilated, by liis in- 
corrigible resistance* to God's efforts for his salvation. 
Suoh, I repeat, is the real meaning of this very com- 
moiil}' misunderstood, and-fearfuUy perverted passage. 
When rightly expounded, it wears but one aspect, 
tin t of infinite benignity blended with beneficent, but 
awful judgment, the only aspect becoming the face 
of God. 

But how does tbis example bear upon the Apostle's 
argument ? The Jew maintained, that mo indivi- 
dual, a descendant of Abraham, and within the pale 
of the Jewish community, could be lost. He was 
shielded against the curse. of God, and secure of par- 
don, whatever his sins might be, in consequence of 
his relations to the patriarchs. It would imply un- 
righteousness in God, were a Jew lost, and a Gentile 
saved, whatever the character of either might be. 
To convince his countrymen, and that from thrir own 
BGripti:res, that they were wholly. and most fatally de- 
ceived, in holding such dogmas, Paul adduces the 
sayings of God to Moses on the one hand, and to Pha- 
roah on the other. In these ]>assages the following 
great facts bearing. directly and most decisively upon 
the quwtioix at issue, $tand most d\&v.vv\ck^ '«sA xssx- 
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deniably revealed. 1. When expressly entreated, 
even by IMoses, to pardon Jews, while in their sins, 
God refused to grant the request. How could the 
Jew then, without repentance, expect to escape the 
judgment of Go'l? 2. God pledged Himself, even 
to Pliaroah, that he should be forgiven, if he would 
repent ; and finally brought reprobating judgments 
upon that guilty man, only when all further efforts 
for his salvation were hopeless. The Jewish dogma 
then was in palpable opposition to God's own re- 
vealed principles of administration in respect to Jews 
and Gentiles both. The sentiments of Paul, on the 
other hand, involved no " unrighteousness in God," 
no forfeiture of his word ; because they accorded per- 
fectly with the express levelation of God, in the 
Jewish scriptures themselves. 3. The Jew was, at 
that very lime, in circumstances precisely similar to 
that in which Pharaoh was when God's message of 
mercy and judgment was conveyed to him, and 
shou'd be admonished, by the final doom of that 
monarch, not to incur similar judgments, by harden- 
inj; himself against God, as that man had done. 
Thus we see, that the sayings of God to Moses, on 
the one hand, and to Pharoah, on the other, were of 
most vital bearing upon the question at issue between 
Paul and his brethren the Jews. They were per- 
fectly decisive of the whole argument. 

We now advance to a consideration of verse 18, 
into which all the previous reasonings of the Apostle 
culmitiate. "Therefore hath he mercy on whom 
he will have mercy 9 and whom he will he hard- 
en eth." The word '* Therefore," shows the con- 
nectioa of this verse with what goes before. The 
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true sense of the verse obviously depends upon the 
meaning to be atlacbed to the words, " hatli mercy," 
and *• hardeneth." Of the meaning of the former 
words there can be no doubt. Meicy and pardon 
are synonymous terms, and are used in the same sense 
throughout the scriptures, when applied to the same 
subject. The liteial meaning of the term harden is, 
to render an object hard. When applied to moral 
agents it means primarily, to render obstinate, repro- 
bate ; and secondly, to tender to such, as have ren- 
dered themselves reprobate, deserved retributions, 
in which case it stands opposed to, or is the opposite 
of, mercy. In this last sense it is obviously to bo 
understood in the passage before us. As the meaning 
of the words " hath mercy," are known to be, to 
bestow pardon, i\e meaning of the opposite term, 
** harden," must be, to render to those who render 
themselves incorrigible, deserved retributions. The 
meaning of the whole verse may be thus expressed. 
God, as is evident from what has been shown from 
the divine declarations to Moses and Pharaoh, has, 
in opposition to the Jewish idea, that in the exercise 
of mercy, he is confined to the Jew, and of judg- 
ment, to the Gentile, his own principles of admini- 
stration, in conformity to which he pardons whom 
he vvill, and punishes whom he will. The idea, is 
not, that God renders holy whom he will, and sinful 
whom he will, or that he eternally elecis or repro- 
bates whom he will. The Apostle has no reference 
either direct or indirect to any such dogmas. He is 
speaking exclusively in opposition to the Jewish 
error which confined the exercise of mercy and jud^a;- 
inent to natural descent hnd ouVn^i^ ^<^\i^\^'^^^>C'si«» 
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stead of its beipg dispensed according to character^ 
without reference to any other circumstances. God, 
the Apostle would assure us, is>not, in his dispensa- 
tions, bound down by any humanly prescribed con- 
ditions. He has his own .principles according to 
which mercy and judgment ;are dispensed, and if we 
would obtain the one and avoid the other, we must 
not go about to establish a righteousness of our own, 
.but learn of God what His principles of administra- 
.tions are, and by submitting to His righteousness, 
become partakers of ihe " great salvation." 

The mistake of the >highCalvanist„in his explana- 
tion of this passage, lies here. Ue;assumes, that the 
words " hath mercy," refir*to conversion ; whereas 
.they never bare this meaning. While he assumes 
this, ill opposition to all the .laws of correct interpre- 
tation, he -shrinks from the conclusion to which such 
•a construction necessarily -conducts us, to wit, that 
the opposi^ word ^* hardeneth," must, in that case 
fmean, to render sinful and conBrra in sin. If the 
words " hath mercy," do refer »to conversion, the 
tenr " hardeneth," must meanito render incorrigible 
.in sin, which it would be impious in us to impute to 
God. No explanation of any passage which does^ 
of necessity, impute such a principle to God, can be 
correct, or should be admitted as such. 

REMARKS. 

1. In the scriptures, God i&, in some few instances, 

as in the case of Pharaoh, said to harden the hearts 

of individuals. What meaning should we attach to 

such declarations ? ]n reply, I would remark that 

-God j8 said, in the scnptuiesj .to bring ap event io 
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pass. 1. When He is the efficient cause of such 
event. 2. When he does that from which the event 
necessarily results. 3. When He does that which is 
th3 mere occasion, but, in no sense, the eflicioit 
cause of the event. Thus, Christ, by His coming 
into the world, sent fire on the earth ? In this last 
sense exclusively, God" hardens the hearls of creatures. 
He simply, in the accomplishment of his own bene- 
volent purposes, does that, in resisting which, they 
harden their own hearts. 

2. We now see how totally the Apostle^s reason* 
ings and purposes throughout this whole chapter, 
must be perverted, to draw fiom it any such doc- 
trines, as that of eternal and unconditional election 
and reprobation. His fundamental aim must be 
wholly overlooked, and his entire course o^ argument 
turned from its true end, to make him teach any such 
doctrines. 

3. What a divine aspect the dealings of God with 
Pharaoh wear, when rightly expounded; as contrasted 
with that which the high Ca^vinistic explanation pnts 
upon the case. Mercy and judgment cannot be 
blended so as to wear a sweeter majesty and more 
awful love than in this example, wtien nghily under- 
stood. Yet the high' ppedestinurian explanation has 
imparted a spirit of gloom and terror to it, which 
lias long thrown the glory and love, and justice of 
God into a deep and dark eclipse. 



LECTURE III. 

ROMANS ix. 19 — 24. 

RE CAPITULATION. 

A few words may be requisite in developing 
the exposition given in the last lecture, of the 
14 — 18th verses of this chapter, before proceed- 
ing to the explanation of the passage which is to 
occupy our attention on the present occasion. 
The Apostle, having most fully demonstrated, by ' 
an induction of undeniable facts, facts bearing 
directly and decisively upon the subject, that the 
Jew could not be secure of God's favour, and 
c arse-proof in respect to God's word of threaten- 
ing against those who reject His righteousness, 
simply on the ground of patriarchal descent, asks 
the question, verse 14, " What shall we say unto 
these things ?" that is, what conclusion shall we 
draw from them ? Shall we conclude, that if God 
does not save the Jew, however wicked, and repro- 
bate to eternal death the Gentile, however holy, 
that God is unrighteous in his dispensations? '*God 
forbid." 

That God is not unrighteous in his dispensa- 
tions, in holding His word of threatening over the 
Jew as well as over the Gentile, while he continues 
to reject God's righteousness, and to save all alike, 
whether Jew or GentUe, vrlio acce^^t that righteous- 
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neds, the Apostle atm mskeB a direct appeal to the 
wfitiiigs of Moses^ ^hose aatfaority the Jew him- 
self acknowledged as divine. God is not tmrighte- 
ous, is the argument of the Apostle, in treating 
men according to the principle which I have laid 
down. This is evident from His declaration to 
Moses. God, in answer to the prayer of Moses, 
had averted His threatening of destroying the 
people from the earth, and while He spared them, 
to take his presence from them. But when Moses 
prayed that God would pardon the people, they 
heing yet in their sins, aiid expressed a willing- 
ness, as a means of securing this hlessing to the 
people, that God should blot him out of His book, 
God refused to answer his request. He would 
neither forgive the sinner remaining in his sins, 
nor would He blot out of His book those who had 
repented. On the other hand. His principles of 
administration were fixed and changeless. " He 
would have mercy on whom He would have mercy, 
and have compassion on whom He would have 
compassion." The prayer of no individual, or any 
other considerations, could avail to induce any 
change in the divine administration, in this res* 
pect. This declaration of God to Moses, the 
Apostle proceeds to shtiw, verse 16, clearly esta- 
blishes one great principle of God's administration, 
to wit, that the tondUton on which God will dis- 
pense mercy to man does not depend upon the 
will of him who seeks it, nor upon the will of him 
who uses means to obtain it, but upon the will of 
God who bestows it. If it belongs to God to 
^j^ercise nicrcv, k belongs <» Uim ^43^ ^ ^»^a^ 



what condition He will dispense it. The crea- 
ture then, instead of prescribing for God the con- 
dition of mercy, should humbly enquire of God 
what His condition is, and by compliance with 
that condition, enjoy it himself. '' So then," that 
is, it follows from the declaration of God to Moses 
just cited, that '* it," the condition on which par- 
don is bestowed by God, *' is not of him that 
willeth (seeks), nor of him that runneth," that 
is, it is not for men in seeking mercy, and 
using means to obtain it, to say on what condition 
they shall receive it, " but of God that sheweth 
mercy," that is, it is for God who is to shew 
mercy to say on what condition He will confer it. 
The Jew was prescribing for God. Paul informs 
him, that God himself has revealed the fact, that 
it belongs to God to prescribe conditions to him. 
If, therefore, he would not fail of heaven, he must 
humbly learn of God what the condition of life 
prescribed by Him is, and by compliance, render 
his salvation sure. 

The same great truth, the Apostle goes on to 
say, is confirmed still further by the divine de- 
claration to Pharoah. God had afflicted that self- 
hardened sinner with successive judgments of the 
most awful kind. He had especially just raised 
him up from a disease of the most fearful character 
— that of " boils breaking out with blains upon 
man and upon beast." God now sends His 
divinely inspired servants, Moses and Aaron, 
to him tt) inform him, that to convince him 
and his servants that *Hhere was none like Him 
M aJJ th0 earth," He would still go on bringing 



tm 



3 



one plague upon them after another, adding that if 
He should go on, as He might do, and smite him 
aud his people with pestilence, they would be cut 
off from the earth ;" and thereby their probation 
cease, and their salvation become impossible. God 
had, however, acted upon a different principle. 
For the sake of saving him from the doom that 
was impending over him, and doing it by showing 
him His power. He ** had raised him up from the 
fearful disease from which he had just been restored. 
That was God's first design in regard to him. He 
had also an ulterior purpose. By him, as a monu- 
ment of grace, should he repent, or a monument 
of wrath, should he refuse to repent, God designed 
to bring about a consummation in which *' His 
name should be declared throughout all the earth,'^ 
that by means of that revelation, men might every- 
where be brought to a saving knowledge of the 
truth. " For this cause," to give you additional 
opportunities, and bring additional influences upon 
you to secure your salvation, ** I have raised thee 
up," restored thee from thy recent sickness, " that 
1 might show my power in thee ;'' (show thee my 
power according to the Hebrew,) that i?, by a 
revelation of myself to thee, and in thee, to secure 
thy salvation, and succeeding or failing in this, and 
treating you accordingly, as a monument of grace 
or wrath ; to bring about such a result, that is, my 
name shall be declared throughout all the earth." 
From these two sayings of God, the one to 
Moses and the other to Pharoah, in the first of 
which God refused to forgive the impenitent Jew, 
though even Moses prayed foe Uva fe\s8iJi^^5S5sa.% 
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KtA %tt ib6' seconcf^ 6«d pi^ii^d to f<yrgife ^^m, 
Phsroftlt if he wotild repeni, bow etideirt ia the 
Apoaftle'fr eemelusion, tfa«t God hss His thm 
ehatigeleflis prmciples, oft which he will diflj^nfler 
Hfiercy on the one hffdd, and putii^fh the jneorri^ 
gible' on the other ; and thfft in deleetiitg Hk^ 
vessek of merfiy and vessels of wrath aeeordfeig to> 
these prinefples. He is not^ as the Je^f sc^j^sed,- 
confined to any people or nfitioia. "Thetefoi»e/' 
that is, it nndeniahly resnlts ixtrstt Alt thalt I hahre^ 
sftid ; " bath He ttierey on whbnr He will hare 
mercy, and whora he wift be hardeneth ;" thiit is,- 
God is gra^ions towards, or pardons whom he 
will, and is bard towards reprobates, or infficly 
the penalty of the feh? npon whom He ^ill. Thcf 
object of the Apostle here is, and this is th& 
principle, and owly prineipte in which his whole? 
previous ar^ment eolmhiates ; his object, i say 
is, to a^rm that God, in opposition to the idea of 
the Jew, that God, vot the exercise of mercy, 
was confined to the Jews, and in the exercise of 
j>udgment to the Gentiles, bad Hi? own fixed and 
unalterable prmciples of administration, and tha^ 
in conformity to- those principles. He selected Hi» 
vessels of honour and dishonour. Without respect 
la the will of man, or his mere relations as h Jew 
or a Gentile. Patd affirms, and designs to affirm, 
no such pifineiples as this, that Gt>d makes holy 
\\bon» He will, and makes sinful whom He will. 
The Apostle is not speaking at all of Gocf s agency 
in the production of moral character in man, but 
^jfdusively of the principles of ttis admhiisti^ation 
ia di8peti$hg laae^e^ or. jnilgweut m view ot 
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character already formed. The position of the 
Jew was, that mercy and wrath should hoth alike 
be dispensed with exclusive reference to external 
condition, and not at all with reference to character. 
Paul maintains, on the contrary, that they are 
bestowed exclusively ; not with reference to mere 
national descent at all, but according to cha- 
racter, as sinful or holy. The sovereignty for 
which the Jew contended, was one which confined 
God's electing grace to the Jew, and His reprobat- 
ing wrath to the Gentile. The sovereignty for which 
Paul contended, was God's high prerogative, to 
select His vessels of honour and dishonour, accord- 
ing to His own revealed, fixed, and changeless 
principle of treating men in conformity to moral 
character, and to select them from the Jews and 
and Gentiles indiscriminately. To deny, as the 
result of his previous demonstrations, the Jewish 
principle of partialism, and affirm God's principle 
of universal and impartial love and justice, is Paul's 
exclusive object, when he says "Therefore hath 
he mercy on whom he will have mercy , and whom 
he will he hardeneth." 

Explanation of Romans ix, 19 — 24. 

** Thou wilt say then unto me. Why doth he 
yet find fault ? For who hath resisted his will ? 
Nay but, O man, who art thou that repliest against 
God? Shall the thing formed say to him that 
formed it. Why hast thou made me thus ? Hath 
not the potter power of the clay, of the same lump 
to make one vessel unto honour and another unto 
dishonour ? What if God^ viillvw^ \ft '^^^ V>a 
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with moeh Ibngsafferidg the vessels o( wrath fitted 
to dil^s€ru^icm : And tbiat h« might make known 
the riehes of hw gioTj' on the yessels of mercy, 
which he had afore prepared nnto glory, Even 
us, whom he hath called, not of the Jew* only, 
but also of the Gentiles V 

Verse 1 J) I'ecfiiires very special consideration, as 
it is the stronghold in which the advocate of un- 
conditional predestination entrenches himself. Hid 
explanattoH of the passage is this. Paul having 
established the doctrine, that all events, the ac- 
tions of men, and eoftseqjuentty their character 
and eternAl destiny among the rest, are rendered 
fixed, certa^, and unakerable by an eternal and 
all necessitating decree, the Jew comes forward 
with this objection agamsl the doctrine, to wit, 
that as God's wSl etetermines the actions of men 
irresistably, tod as no man consequently can resist 
it, God, therefore, has no right to blame men for 
what they do. This is supposed to be the objec- 
tion of the Jew to the doctrine of election and 
reprobation which Paul had presented. In reply, 
I would direct special attention to the following 
considerations : — 

1 ^ Let us suppose that Paul had really taught 
this doctrine, to wit^ that God, by an eternal ali 
necessitating decree, has rendered it impossible 
for those who sin to be holy in the circumstances 
in which he has placed them, and then doomd 
them to eternal deatby for doing what he himself 
has remhred it impossible for them not to do* 
J^t m then* suppose the i^"^ \^ ^^ilously aBked 
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the <]i!iestion^ on whait pounds ^n (Sod 14ai3[te me 
for doiug what himself bos rendered it impossible 
for me Dot do ? What answer satisfactory to a 
reasonable mind coiUd be ^vea ^to such ^ <}uestiou ? 
There are «ome things whic^h the Bible itself 
teaches us it would not be xJ^ht la God to do ; 
as, ior example, to forgive the sinner without an 
atonement. So we are taught^ Romans c. i:', 2G v., 
" That God has set fortli Christ to be a propitia- 
tion through faith in his blood, that God might 
be just, and the justifier of him that beUeveth in 
Jesus," clearly implying that it wouild be unjust 
in God to forgive ain witbaat ihi^ atonemefLt. 
Now, if it would be ui\just in Grod to forgive sin^ 
but for .the sacrifice of Christ, how could it be just 
in him to punish creatures eternally for doing what 
he himself, in the fulfilment of an»eter4:ud decree, 
has Tendered it impossible {for them not to do? You 
may, if you please, ^ay that it would be right, and 
charge the objector with replyii>g against God. 
But can you tell U9y or c^n you yourself ^ee how it 
can be right ? You may say that God has the 
power »to do it ; he has power, as far 4is mere 
ability is concerned, to forgive the sinner without 
an atonement. To have the power^ and .to possess 
the right to do a certain act, are quite different 
things. Can you yowself, hearer, &ee how it 
■i;pould be right in God to send creatures to hell 
eternally for not performing, whati^ to them, and 
what has been rendered to them, by the eternal 
all necessitating decree of ^God, an absolute ipci* 
possibility ? If this would juot be wrong in God, 
toU any iae tell Vfi wUait vfojji^ ^\ ^*^ 'vsj^^'iasfc* 
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this is replying against God. First prove that 
God does this, and that He Himself has not so 
constituted us, that we cannot but pronounce such 
a doctrine wrong, and then we will consider the 
charge of replying against God. I say that this 
doctrine cannot he true, for the obvious reason, 
that, as God himself has constituted us, we cannot 
but know that such a doctrine imputes to the 
Most High the most flagrant form of tyranny of 
which the human mind can conceive. 

2. The high Calvinist explanation of this verse 
presents Paul to our contemplation, as having af- 
firmed the doctrine of eternal and unconditional 
election and reprobration, and the Jew as an op- 
poser of this same doctrine, and as bringing this 
objection to the principle of election and repro- 
bation, that it renders it unjust in God to blame 
the sinner for what he does. Suppose now that 
it should turn out that the Jew himself was an 
advocate, and a very strenuous advocate of this 
very doctrine. On the supposition that Paul had 
affirmed this doctrine, how could the Jew, being 
himself a stern predestinarian, appear as an objec- 
tion against it ? That the Jew was a predestinarian 
I will now proceed to show. The main sect of the 
Jews, as is well known, the sect to which Paul 
belonged, and which he referred to in all his writ- 
ings, was the Pharisees. What were their views 
on the doctrine under consideration? "They" 
(the Pharisees) says the learned Jahn, in his 
Bibhcal Archaeology, "agreed with the Stoics in 
teaching the doctrine of fatet or an immutable 
prder of things, 6xed by the decree of Ood, Per* 
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haps it may be more agreeable to some, if we 
should denominate their opinions in this respect, 
the doctrine of divine providence, i. e., that super- 
intendence of the superior Being, which rules and 
co-operates with all events in such a manner, as to 
prevent at least their beint; left entirely dependent 
on the will of man, since the actions of man 
himself are dependent on the eternal purpose of 
God. Josephus, Antiq. xiii. 5, 9, xviii. 1, 3, 
Jewish War ii. 8, 14,'* How could the Calvinistic 
doctrine of predestination be more correctly stated 
than it is in the above extract, containing the 
doctrine as held by the Pharisees ? That they did 
hold this doctrine in this very form, I will now 
show by citing one of the passages referred to in 
Josephus. "They" (the Pharisees) says Josephus, 
Jewish War ii. 8, 14, "ascribe all to fate, (or 
providence) and to God ; and yet allow, that to act 
right, or the contrary, is principally in the power 
of man : although fate does co-operate in every 
action .' ' If then, Paul held and taught the doctrine 
of unconditional election and reprobation, there 
could have been no difference between him and the 
Jew, as far as the principle of election and repro- 
bation is concerned. The only question that could 
have arisen, would have pertained to this one, who 
are the elect, and who are the reprobate ? In re- 
spect to the principle itself, there inould have been 
a perfect agreement between them. But the Cal- 
vinistic explanation of the verse under consideration 
presents the Jew, as an objector to the principle 
or doctrine itself, and not to Paul's view of its 
applications. This explaulVoxL \3afc\i ^swaasN. \i^ '^s^ 

G 
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tr^ic one. Paul m ihe dodaratioii ^^ Thou mlt wf 
then uato me, wiiy doth he yet find fault : for 
who hath resisted his wiil?''' does ziot pi^sent 
himself, as having previously a^iruied the doctrine 
of eternal and nncoudkionai election, and the lew 
as an objector to this doctrine ^ for the Jew, as a 
matter of fact, was not An objector to it, but an 
advocate of it. Some other explanation, then, must 
be sou^^t of the verse under consideration. This 
leads me to enquire — 

3. After the real explanation. What does a wicked 
man, holding the doctrine of predestination, always 
do, when pressed witli a conviction of obligation to 
do, or admit what he is lUnwiiiing to do or admit ? 
He always falls back, ip self-just&ation, upon his 
own dootrine, This is, and ever has been, his in- 
variable resort Why do you blame me ? is hig 
reply. Bow can ] help heing wbat I am, or doing 
what I do ? A conscientious predestinarian will not 
d.) this. But a wicked man, suoh asabc repurobale 
Jew, to whom Paul was writing, was. always does it. 
This then is the real meaning of tb's much perverted 
saying of inspiration. The principles which the 
Apostle had established, is this. The destiny of man 
turns wholly, jnot as the Jew maintained, .upon .patd- 
archal descent, hut upon m^ral character^ ,an accept- 
ance or rejeotion of '* God'-s .righteousness.'* When 
pressed with unanswerable i^rgumcints in favour of 
this great 'truth, the Jenr, jin fSelf-justification, falls 
back upon his owi)* not jPaurs xioctrine of predesti- 
nation. "Why do you pretend,'* be exclaim?, 
" ih^i I, as a sinner, deserve perdition. My aCr 
tlqjfis ^re^^U predet^oui^edby \^ ^cesi^ituble wiU ^ 
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God. I kdive neter done My thrng epposed to 
Grod*s witt, or eterna} propose/' The Jews then, I 
repeat, » not objeiGtmg to the doottitie of predestma- 
ii<x>y stated by Paul; but^ on the other haiid, (o 
shield \m conscience against the point of Patrl^s 
irresistible di'gument >n favour of a doctrine denied 
by the Jew,- the latter falls back, in self-defence iipofk 
his own doctrine of predestination. I know, is the 
language of Panl to him, what yoo will do, wider 
the pressure of my argument, that the destiny of men 
depciKls not upon patriarchal descent, in other words, 
upon fate^ or the eternal decree of God, as must be 
true according to the doctrine of the Jew, but upon 
moral charactery or acceptance, or rejection of God's 
lighteousness^ You will fiall back, as a last resort, 
upon your own doctrine of |Tedestination.^ 

In the early part of the epistle, the Jew is 
represented as resorting, in similar manner, to his 
own predestmatiou, to shield himself from the 
pressure of the Apostle's argnment on tbe doc- 
trine of justification. In the second chapter, the 
Apostle iays down the doetrme that the destiny 
of men tmrns wholly upon one principle — moral 
character. 

"Who will render to erery man according to 
hia deeds : To them who by patient eentinuance 
in well doing seek for glory and honour and im* 
mortality, eternal liie : But unto those that are 
contentious^ and do not obey the truth, \mt obey 
unrighteousness, indignation, and wrath. Tribula- 
tion and anguish, upon every soul of man that 
doeth evil, of the Jew firsts and also of the 
GentiW 
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The cavil of the Jew against this doctrine, and 
Paul's demonstrations of its truth, and that under 
the influence of his ideas of predestinarianism, we 
meet with in the next chapter. " What," he ex- 
claims, " if some (of the Jews) did not believe ? 
shall their unbelief make the faith of God without 
effect V God has promised to save our nation, is 
the argument of the Jew, and shall sin in us pre- 
vent God fulfilling that promise? Paul admits 
that God will be true, though all men be found 
liars. He then cites a passage, to prove that 
a Jew may deserve eternal death, and can escape 
it only by repentance and faith in God's mercy, 
both of which are implied in David's confession. 
" God forbid ; yea, let God be true, but every 
man a liar ; as it is written, That thou mightest 
be justified in thy sayings, and mightest overcome 
when thou art judged. But if our unrighteous- 
ness commend the righteousness of God, what 
shall we say then ?'' continues the caviling Jew, 
under the influence of his own predestinarianism. 
*'Is God,,*' or rather, as Mr. Barnes shews it 
should be rendered, " Is not God unrighteous who 
taketh vengeance ?" That is, if we should con- 
tinue in sin, and God, according to His promise, 
saves us, then our sin would render God's faith- 
fulness to His promise the more conspicuous: 
how then could God properly take vengeance on 
me? "I speak as a man," says the Apostle, that 
is, I present the cavil, just as the reprobate Jew 
under the influence of his own idea of predestina- 
tion is accustomed to do it. ** God forbid," replies 
the Apostle, " how then sUaW (Sod iudgje the 



w^rk^/' Tbef fcw kkoM^A tkst He wocMt dty 
this, bat kdcl just j^reseBted « cafvil whieb, rf ad- 
mitted, wottkt rcMi«r 8«Ee)k jodgnvent vojusi. " For 
if the trath of God hftth nnore abovivded throngb 
my lie imto his glory, why yet aim I also jndged 
as* a sinner?" To thh prejestinarnm cavi), the 
Apostle re]^ies, t>y asking the Jew why he does 
not pxu^ his pdAcipie to^ its legitimate conve- 
^enee», and say, as some slanderously reported, 
that eren the ChristiaBS, identifying them with 
the Jewsy did say, 'Met t(s do evil that good 
may come/* Here we have a striking etampleof 
the resold of !dl wicked men who hold the 
doctrine of pfedestination, n^beu pressed upotf 
m any direetiidn ^i^hafevef. l*hey always f^rll back^ 
in setf-justrficatioA, upon the ^ctrine of decrees«^ 
Paul has said nothing in the seeowd chapter to occa- 
sioft the predesfinarian cavil which we meet with ifv 
the thiid. Nor has he said any thing in the ninth, to 
give rise to the same cavil which we meet with in 
the verse under contfideratiom I'he common error 
in the explanation of this verse, is this : Paul^ it is 
supposed, must have pi>evious)y taught some doc- 
trine which wotiki mitulally give rise to tliis objee-r 
tioB, and as no doctrine conceivable could do this 
but that of decrees, that must have beenrthe doctrine 
affirmed in the prior part of the chapter. Tiie ti'uth 
of the easc^ is this, fveither. in chapter second, nor 
in ehafyter nine^ (for be lias asserted the st^me in 
both)-, lias he said any such thing. In both alike^ 
however, the Jew falls back in selt-justificafion upon 
his own doctrine of predestination. The t-ruo mean- 
mg of the verse iliea is this. 1 kwi^ ^^VV>k«. ^>n:>4v 
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that you will present against all appeals to your con- 
science in opposition to any form of error which 
you hold. You will fall back upon your own doc- 
trine of irresistibie fate or decrees, and deny that God 
has any right, inasmuch as his will irresistibly deter-> 
mines all your actions, to blame you at all. 

Such is the cavil of the Jew expressed in 
verse 19. Th's cavil the Apostle meets, or 
rather rebukes, by putting four important qnes- 
tions to the caviler. In the first, he charges him 
with the impiety of replying against God. The 
Jew himself admitted the divine authority of the 
Scriptures. For him then, when confronted with 
their plain and positive declarations, the meaning 
of which he could neither mistake nor deny, for 
him then to throw himself back upon his own 
sentiments, and, on their authority, to deny bis 
desert of judgments which he could not deny that 
God himself had threatened to inflict, was certainly 
to be guilty of replying against God ; it was the 
same as for the ** thing formed to say to him that 
formed it. Why hast thou made me thus?" Paul 
had shewn the Jew from his own divinely ac- 
knowledged Scriptures, that God had made him a 
moral agent, and would deal with him as such. 
Against this great fundamental principle of the 
divine government, the Jew urged his predesti- 
narian cavils. This, certainly, was for "the thing 
formed to say to him that formed it, Why hast 
thou made me thus V Such flagrant impiety the 
Apostle rebukes in the most withering terms in 
the two questions contained in verse 20 — " Nay 
ifiif, O man, who ait thou tkat re^Uest against 
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God ? Shall the thing formed say to him that 
formed it, Why hast thou made me thus V* Ac- 
cording to the High Calvinist*s explanation of 
this passage, the Jew replies against God, by 
objection to the doctrine of pedestination esta- 
blished by Paul, that it destroys human accounta- 
bility. According to the true explanation he 
replies against God, by denying the doctrine of 
moral agency and accountability, proved by Paul, 
by an appeal to the Jewish Scriptures, and deny- 
ing this great fundamental principle of God's 
eternal goverment, on the authority of his own 
predestinarianism. According to the High Cal- 
vinist's explanation, '' the thing formed says to 
him that formed it, Why hast thou made me thus V 
by allirming that the doctrine of eternal and un- 
conditional election and reprobation maintained 
by Paul, destroys human accountability. Accord- 
ing to the true explanation, '' the thing formed" 
perpetrates this horrid impiety, by denying the 
moral agency of man and the doctrine of human 
accountability, on the authority of a self-assumed 
predestinarianism. 

Verse 21, next claims our attention. ''Hath 
not the potter power over the clay, of the same 
lump to make one vessel unto honour, and another 
unto dishonour?" In this verse, the Apostle re- 
bukes the impiety of the Jew, in the cavil under 
consideration, and proves the reasonableness of his 
own doctrine, by a direct appeal to the conscious- 
ness of the Jew himself. That the Apostle, in this 
illustration refers to Jer. xviii. 1 — 10, designing 
thereby, to keep the eye of tU« J^^ \x^^\w\s>Si ^^^ 
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scripttrres, and tlius, if possib^f sifence bis carSs^ 
no one can doubt. To oWftin a correct tIcw of his- 
real meaning, then, we must recur to the originalr 
passage itself. " The word which came to Jere- 
miah from the Loud, saying, Arise, and ga down 
to the potter's house, and there I will cause thee 
to hear my words. Then I went down to the 
potter's house, and, behold^ he wrought a work on 
the wheels. And the vessel that he had made of 
clay was marred in the hand of the potter : sor he 
made it again another vessel, as seemed good to* 
the potter to' make it. Then the word of the 
Lord came to me, saying, O ht)use of Israet, 
cannot I do with you as this potter? saiththe 
Lord. Behold, as the clay is in the potter's 
hands, so are ye in mine hand, O house of Israel. 
At what instant I shall speak concerning a nation, 
and concerning a kingdom, to phick up^ and to puH 
down, and to destroy it ; If that nation, against 
whom I have pronounced, turn from their cvM, I 
will repent of the evil that I thought to do unta 
them. And at what instant I shaU speak con- 
cerning a nation, and concerning a kingdom, to 
build and to plant it; It k do evil in my sight, 
that it obey not my voice, then I will repent of the 
good, wherewith I said I would benefit them."' 
In what sense are nations, and, consequently, in- 
dividuals, in the hsads of God, as the clay is in 
those of the potter, according to this passage > 1h 
it in this sense, as the high Calvinist af!hrm», that 
God claims the prerogative of rendering, by His 
ojtn resistless agency the character of one holy 
aod the ofh^r smvi, and Ch^n, sv^vei^ tke ooe and 
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destroying the other, for becoming what. He him- 
self has rendered it impossible tor them not to be- 
come? A more false and impious construction 
cannot possibly be put upon the passage. This, 
on the other hand, is the true explanation. As the 
potter, after mingling his clay, claims the right to 
mould its diverse parts into vessels of honour or 
dishonour, as shall suit his purposes; so Gcd, 
after doing all He wisely can to render all pure and 
holy, and thus, fitting them to become vessels of 
honour, claims the sovereign prerogative, should 
He still find a part of them sinful and a part holy, 
to select His vessels of honour and dishonour ac- 
cordingly, and that, wholly independent of any ex- 
ternal relations whatever. In this sense, and iti 
this only, are we, according to this passage, in God's 
hands, as the clay in the hands of the potter. 
That this is the very doctrine maintained by Paul, 
in the verse under consideration, is perfectly evident, 
— 1. From the fact that such, as we have seen, is 
the undeniable meaning of the passage in the Old 
Testament, from which he takes his illustration. 
2. This was the point, and in truth, the only point 
at issue between him and the Jew. The question 
which Paul is debating with the Jew, is whether 
God has a right to make moral character when 
formed, the basis of his treatment of men, and 
reward or punish Jew or Gentile according to 
character, irrespective of all other considera- 
tions. The Jew affirmed, that all Jews, what- 
ever their character, must be formed into vessels 
of mercy, and all Gentiles into vessels of wrath. 
God had no right of the ^^m^ \ft»s»^> V^Nsv'si^'^^ 
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diverse in character, to make on^ reBsA irrtio 
honour, and another into disbonoOT. The 
Apostle maintained the opposite doctrine. Hercf, 
and on this point only, as far as the present chap- 
ter is concerned, does he join issue with the Jew. 
We must understand the Apostle, then, as t»sdiig 
the illustration of the potter and cky for thia pur- 
pose exclusively. 3. Tlie nature of tlie Apostle's 
illustration, shows that this is his meaning. The 
original term here rendered "lunrp/' does not 
mean the clay as first taken from the bed, \mt 
after it has been mingled, and ready ta be 
placed on the wheel to be formed into vesseisi. 
Where it is said, John ix. 6, that *' Christ ap«t 
on the ground and made clay of the spittle/* the 
word there rendered " clay," is the same as the 
one here rendered "lump." The figure, then, vs 
not at an adapted to express the high Cahiftistic 
notion, of first raouldmg character, and then 
awardmg and punishing accordingly ^ biit that of 
treating creatures, after character has been oonsimt- 
mated, according to their respective deserts. In 
this sense, then, and in thi» only, are we, ace ord- 
ing to this passage, in the hands of God, as c\«y 
in the hands of the potter. The qnestioa pnt to 
the Jew, then, is this — Has not God the same 
right to treat men according to their moral deserts, 
and that whether Jew or Gentile, that the pecter 
has of the same mass oi clay, to make one vessd 
into honour and another into dishonour 1* 



* " I saw from the inspired application and interpreta- 

tlon of the action which the Prophet wtfAessed iik the 

potter's bowse, that what t6 a B\i^tfe(A»\ ttaAtst v^^wn to 
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Vci'ses 22 — 24 uow adnrit of « Mecjly explaBR- 
tign. In t^ preceding part of the epistle, as well 
as in this particular chapter, the A]K)stle Jgiad esta- 
blished the foUoTving truths. 1. Ood is deter- 
SQ.ined, if men will not repent, after all his efforts 
to secure it, to shew His wrath against ski, and 
xnake His powder to punish it known in their 
destruction. " Indignation and wrath upon every 
soul of man that docth evil, to the Jew first, and 
also to the Gentile." 2. To prevent such a con- 
summation. He endures with much long suffering 
with dinners, even thought in their character, they 

'be the meaning of the passiige, is not Its real meaning ; I 
saw that it contained a meaning not only different from, 
but opposed to the ordinary doctrine of election j for ic 
declared that the future prospects of men were placed by 
God in their own hands ; and that as God^ promises and 
tiireatenings W€?e addressed, not to individual^ but to 
characters, a man, ,by changiog iiis character, might 
change God's dealing towards nira. I saw that it was ad- 
duced for the purpose of maintaining, not that the potter 
hid a right to make a vessel good or bad according to his 
own plcasurf", but that he had a right, if a vessel turned 
out ill in hisJhandg, to reject that vessel, and break it down, 
and make it up anew into another vessel. The right of 
making a thing bad is not contemplated at all in the pas- 
sage ; the maUer considered is, whether the potter, after 
halving once made a vessej is bound to preserve it, although 
it turns. out quite unfit for the purpose for which it was 
made ; or whether, in such a case, ho has the right of 
rejecting it. And as the exercise of the right of rejection 
on the part of the potter is unquestioned, although 
h:s works do kot go wrong by th^r own fault, 
much more does God claim to Himself the right of reject- 
ing a people, Avhom He had set up for a particular purpose, 
if they refiued to aMwer that purpose. — Thomcu ErskivAy E^v- 
AdeoctUe, 
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are ''vessels of wrath fitted to destruction :" "the 
goodness of God leadcth them to repentance." 
3. He endures this, for the purpose of rendering 
them fitted to become vessels of mercy, and then 
making known upon them, as such, "the riches 
of His glory." " But glory, honour, and peace, 
to every man that doeth good, to the Jew first, 
and also to the Gentile." All these great truths 
the Apostlle blends together into tbis one passage, 
and asks the Jew what he has to object, on the 
supposition that God treats men according to 
these principles. " What, (that is, what have you 
to object,) if God, willing (being determined) to show 
his wrath, and to make his power known, (in case 
sinners will not turn from their sins,) endured (to 
prevent their destruction,) with much long-suffer- 
ing the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction," and 
thus endured them, that on their becoming fit to be 
rendered vessels of mercy, "He might make known 
the riches of His glory on the vessels of mercy, 
whom he had afore (before admitting them to life) 
prepared unto glory, even us, whom he hath called, 
not of the Jews onlv, but also of the Gentiles ?*' 
What, tbe Jew is asked, can he object, if God 
after having done all He wisely can, to render all 
alike fit to be made vessels of mercy, treats Jews 
and Gentiles according to their cbaracter thus 
formed? And who, in the wide universe can 
object to such principles of administration as 
these? But suppose, that God first determines 
past the possibility of change or modification, 
what the character of men shall be, and then saves 
a part aud dooms tbe rest to t\\e eixd\xx«cGkCQ of his 
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eternal wrath, for being what, and not otherwise, 
than He himself rendered it impossible for them 
not to become ? What must be the verdict of the 
universal conscience in respect to the character of 
such an administration ? How is it possible for a 
being perfectly wise and righteous, to be tilled 
with eternal " indignation and wrath," against 
creatures for simply becoming what He himself 
rendered it impossible for them not to become ? 
Can you, reader, show that is possible ? 

REMARKS. 

1 . The fundamental error in the high Calvanist 
explanation of Romans ix. now becomes perfectly 
manifest. That explanation rests wholly upon 
this one assumption, and can be sustained on 
no other, to wit, that Paul throughout the chapter, 
as a predestinarian, is arguing with the Jew, as 
an anti-predestinarian. This assumption is the 
basis of this explanation of all the most material 
verses of the chapter. In verse 16, ** It is not 
of him that willeth," &c., the Calvanistic expla- 
nation makes Paul, as a predestinarian, afiiim, 
that conversion^ and consequently salvation, in no 
sense depends on the will of man, but wholly upon 
the sovereign irresistable will of God, and presents 
the Jew as an anti-predestinarian, aiHrming that 
conversion, and consequently final salvation or 
destruction does depend upon the will or choice o( 
man. The Calvanistic explanation makes Paul, 
as a predestinarian, affirm, in verse 18. "There- 
fore, hath he mercy," &c. that God in the fulfil- 
ment of an eternal all-ueces^\\,^\)vw^ ^^<ix^^^\fi>!^^^ 

ft 
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men sinful or holy according to His own uote* 
reign pleasure, and presents th« Jew, as an anti- 
predestinarian, as denying this doctrine. Tke 
explanation under consideration makes the Jew iu 
verse 1 9, " Thou will say unto me. Why doth he yet 
find fault," &e. as an and predestinarian ^ object 
to the doctrine of predestination on the ground 
that it destroys human accountability, and pre- 
sents Paul, in the verse following, as a predesti- 
narian, charging the Jew with replying against 
God, in thus objecting to this doctrine. The high 
Calvanist explanation can, by no possibility, be 
sustained on any other supposition. Now, such 
an opposition never could have existed, if Paul was 
himself a predestinarian, and argued with the 
Jew as such. The Jew, himself a high predesti- 
narian, coidd not have been at issue with Paul, as 
the high Calvanist explanation mi^es him, ia 
respect to the doctrine itself. He could have dif- 
fered with him only in respect to the applicatums 
of the doctrine. Paul, knowing as he could not 
but have done, the real sentiments of the Jew, 
would have been a dishonest man, had he pre- 
sented the Jew as the Calvanistie explanation 
makes him present his countrymen, as opposed to 
the docti'ine of predestination. 

2. Here, also, I notice a common mistake in 
reference to the relations of Christ and His Apostles, 
and the Primitive Church to the world, as far a« 
the doctrine of necessity and predestination is 
concerned. The common impression is, that they 
went every where preaching this doctrine, and tlMt 
the world Arrayed itself in o^p^^q«\\aj^ XAtlbki^«gLm 
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reference to it. Now, no such opposition did not 
or could have existed : for the obvious reason that 
all the world, as a matter of fact, with almost no 
exceptions, held the doctrine of necessity and stood 
opposed to that of free-will. The Primitive 
Church, aa it came out from under the direct 
teachings of Christ and His Apostles, stood in 
unbroken columns in opposition to the opinions of 
the world in reference to these doctrines. In 
other words, the Primitive Church, with one voice, 
stood before the world in opposition to the Cal- 
vanistic doctrine of predestination, and in favour 
of the opposite doctrine. To show this, I will 
now present the following extract from a work of 
my 0^ n on the Will : — 

" But the testimony of the early Christian 
fathers themselves, leaves no doubt upon this 
point. I will cite the declarations of a few of 
them. 'If it happen by fate,' (or necessity) sajs 
Justin Martyr, who lived in the second century, 
* that men were either good or wicked ; the good 
were not good, nor should the wicked be wicked.' 
In another place he says, ' every created being is 
so constituted as to be capable of vice and virtue. 
For he can do nothing praiseworthy if he had not 
the power of turning either way.' Again, he says, 
' unless we suppose man has the power to choose 
the good, and refuse the evil, no one can be ac- 
coantable for any action whatever.' Once more 
' God has not made man like trees and brutes 
without the power of election." * No reward,' 
says Turtillian, who flourished in the same ceutux:^^ 
i can justly be bestowed, uo^\xxii\i^\xk^^^'M^^ 
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be inflicted upon him who is good or bad by neces- 
sity and not by his own choice/ Again he says, 
that ' man bei ig appointed for God's judgment, 
it was necessary to the justice of God's sentence 
that man should be judged according to the deserts 
of his free-will." 

** Irenseus, bishop of Lyons, and of the same 
century, says, 'man, a reasonable being, and in 
that respect like God, is made free in his will, and 
having power over himself is the cause that some 
times he becomes wheat and sometimes chaff/ 
A sain, *They who do good shall obtain honour 
and glory, because they have done good when they 
could forbear doing it. And they who do it not 
shall receive just judgment of our God ; because 
they have not done good when they could 
have done it/ ' What is forced,' says Basil, one 
of the most distinguished of the ancient fathers, 

* is not pleasing to God, but what comes from a 
purely virtuous motive, and virtue comes from the 
will not from necessity/ Again, the Will depends 
on what is within us and within us is free-will/ 

" * Forasmuch as God has put good and evil 
in our own power,' says Chrysostom, * he has 
given us a free power to choose one or the other ; 
and as he does not retain us against cur will, so 
he embraces us when we are wiUing/ Again, 

* after a wicked man, if he will, is changed into a 
gocd man, and a good man, through sloth, falls away 
and becomes wicked ; because God hath endowea 
us with free agency ; nor does he make us to 
do things Hecessarily, but he places proper remc- 

dies before us and suffers ail to \^ ^ou^ «^<(^Qxd« 
^og to the will ot the patient/ 
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^' < God,' says Jerome^ 'hath endowed us with 
free-will. We are not necessarily drawn either to 
virtue or sin. For when necessity rules there is 
no room left either for damnation or the crown/ 
Again, 'even to those who shall be wicked, God 
gives power to reprent and to turn him.' In 
another place, he says, ' our will is kept free to 
turn either way that God may dispense his re- 
wards and punishments, not according to his own 
pre-judgment but according to the merits of every 
one.' Once more * Let him who condemns it (free 
will) be himself condemned.' 

•* *It would be more just,' says Epiphanius, 

* to punish the stars which make a wicked action 
necessary' (this was said in reference to the 
heathen notion that the stars determine destiny,) 

* than to punish the poor man who does that 
wicked action by necessity.' 

♦' ' The soul,' says Origon, * does not incline to 
either part out of necessity, for then neither vice 
nor virtue could be ascribed to it ; nor would its 
choice of virtue deserve reward ; nor its declina- 
tion to vice, punishment." Again, " how could 
God require that of man, which he (man) had not 
power to offer him f" 

" Ten thousand things'' says Theodoret, " may 
bd found both iu the Gospels and authorities of 
the ApostW, clearly manifesting the liberty 
and self election of man." Again, '^ For how can 
he (God) punish a nature (with endless torments) 
which had no power to do good, hut was bound 
in the bands of wickedness. 

Neithef promiftte not t^^i^\ywft\^tft> ^^^^ 
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nor punishments, are just," says Clemens of 
Alexandria, " if the soul has not the power of 
choosing or abstaining ; but evil is involuntary," 
that is, necessary. Eusebius of the fourth century, 
declares, that *' this opinion," the doctrine of fate 
or necessity, " absolves pinners, as doing nothing 
of their own accord, which was evil ; and would 
cast all the blame of all wickedness committed 
in the world, upon God, and upon his Provi- 
. dence." 

'.vj Didymus, also of the fourth century, after as- 

serting the doctrine of Liberty, says, ** aud this is 
not only ours, but the opinion of all those who 
speak orthodoxly, (according to the opinion of the 
Universal Church) of rational beings." 

Even Augustine, the first Necessitarian, I be- 
fi lieve, known in the church, is often constrained by 

J the force of the universal opinion of the church, 

in his own and the preceeding ages, to assert, 
though in strange inconsistency with himself, the 
doctrine of liberty. " They that come to Christ," 
he says, "ought not to impute it to themselves, 
because they come, being called : and they that 
would not come, ought not to impute it to another, 
but only to themselves, because, when they are 
cs lied, it was in the power of their free will to 
come." 

3. In the portion of this chapter which has occu- 
pied our aUention in the present lecture, God is re- 
presented as exercising great forbearance and long- 
suffering towards all sinners. Of the object of such 
forbearance we are most clearly informed in other 
parts of the Bibh, It is the a^VmV «^Vi^^v<>^ gf the 
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sinner. According to the high Calvinist doctrine, 
forbearance can never be exercised towards the non- 
elect for any such end ; because that, in conformity 
to a sovereign eternal decree of God, ihey arc left 
in circumstances in which their salvation is an abso- 
lute impossibility. Nor does the lengthening out of 
hfe serve any other purpose, as far as they are con- 
cerned, but to increase their cuilt and consequent 
wretchedness to eternity To call this forbear- 
ance and long suftering is to reverse all the ideas 
which such words are adapted and designed to con- 
vey, If this doctrine is true, forbearance and long- 
suifering can have no place in God*s treatment of 
the non-rlect. They can have been brought into 
being, and their so called probation can be length- 
ened out, for no other purpose, as far as they, as in- 
dividuals, are concerned, but their eternal damna- 
tion, and that in its most ago;ravated form, the very 
reverse of all God's designs and intentions in respect 
to them, according to the express teachings of the 
scaiplures. 



LECTURE IV. 
ROMANS ix. 25—33. 

GRNERAL RECAPITULATION. 

A short recapitulation of the Apostle's argu- 
ment, from the commencement of this chapter to 
the close of verse 24, may be expedient as intro- 
ductory to the explanation of the remaining portion 
which is to occupy our attention in this lecture. 
In the first five verses, the Apostle protests, in 
the most solemn manner, his sorrow for his bre- 
thren the Jews, in view of their impending doom 
consequent on their rejection of God*s righteous- 
ness, which is through faith alone hi Christ Jesus. 
In the same connection, the Apostle enumerates 
certain important privileges which pertained to the 
Jew consequent on his relations to the patriarchs, 
as the missianic seed of Abraham, privileges in 
which the Jew was accustomed to glory, and on 
which he rested his hope of eternal life, privileges 
however, the thought of which tended only to 
aggravate the sorrow of the Apostle, attended as it 
was with the melancholy reflection, that a people thus 
privileged should finally be lost, and as a conse- 
quence suffer a doom of corresponding aggravation. 
The Aj)ostle, then, verse 6, states the proposition 
nhich it is his exclusive object to elucidate and 
fs^ablish in the remaining poiliou ot \.V ^V^^x^ter, 
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The Jew supposecl, that whatever thrcateninga 
were denounced against sinners in the Scriptures, 
he was perfectly secure against them, however he 
might hve himself; for the reason, that his salva- 
tion did not turn upon his moral character at all, 
but upon his patriarchal descent ; " Not as though 
the word of God hath taken none effect," is the 
proposition which the Apostle lays down in oppo- 
sition to this fundamental error of his countrymen, 
that is, the case of the Jew consequent on all the 
privileges peitaining to him on account of his j)a- 
triarchal descent, is hot, as he vainly supposes, 
such that the word of God's threatening has be- 
come ineffectual, or lost its curse-inflicting power 
in respect to him, any more than in resppct to 
other sinners, and this for the reason, that ** all 
are not (as the Jew supposes) Israel (heirs with 
Israel of life eternal) who are of Israel, (lineally 
descended from Israel,) neither because they are 
the seed (lineal decendants) of Abraham are tiiey 
all children,*' that is, spiritually so. 

To substantiate this proposition, the Apostle 
(verses 8 — 13) cites the cases of tl e descendants 
of Ishmael and Esau. In respect then, the Jew 
himself acknowledged, — 1. That they were the 
real descendants of Abraham. 2. That patri- 
archal descent did not avail in their case, to place 
them even among the missianic seed of Abraham, 
much less secure for them a place among his 
spiritual children. How obvious then is the con- 
clusion, that mere patriarchal descent does not 
secure an individual a place among ''the children 
of God ;*' and how pYesum^\\tf>\>& *\vl >iiw^ '^^^^\.^ 
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suppose, that be«»iase he \ras merely Uneally 
descended from Abmham, be was therefore aecure, 
whatev'^r his character might be> against God's 
word of threateaiog, and an heir with Abraham 
of life eternal. 

To shew, that suspending the destiny of 
man, not upon patriarchal descent, but upon an 
acceptance or rejection of God*s righteouaess, does 
not imply that there is '* unrighteousness with 
God,'* the Apostle makes, verses 14 — 18, a direct 
appeal to the scriptures, the divine authority of 
which the Jew himself acknowledged. The first 
passage cited is the declaration of Gjd to Moses, 
consequent of the prayer of Moses that God would 
pardon Jews who hf.d sinned, and were still impe- 
nitent, God refuses to answer the request, saying, 
" I will have mercy on whom I will have mercy, 
and will have compassion on whom I will hare 
compassion,*' that is, my principles for dispensing 
pardon are fixed and changeless ; the prayer of no 
individual, in behalf of any who refuse to comply 
with the condition which I have laid down, will 
avail at all to cliange my purpose in respect to 
this subject. Hence, the Apostle infers, (verse 1 G) 
that tlie condition of mercy does not depend upon 
the will of him that seeks it, nor upon that of him 
who uses means to obtain it, but upon the will of 
God who is to bestow it. ''So then it is not of 
him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of 
God that sheweth mercy.'* The Jew, then, if he 
would escape God*s word of threatening, and be^ 
come a subject of divine mercy, should not, as he 
wa^ doings go about to establish hit owu righr 
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tcotisnes^ and thus prescribe for God the Con- 
dition of mercy, On the other hand, he should 
go to God, and ieRrn from him what his condition 
is ; and, by humlde comphance, render his own 
''railing and election sure." 

In verse 17, the Apostle cites, in further con- 
firmation of his position, against the error of the 
Jew, the declaration of God to Pharaoh? a decla- 
ration in which the Most High avows the great 
fact, in the first instance, that lie hud raised 
Pharaoh up from the fearful diseases from which 
he had just been restored, for the purpose of 
"showing him tlie divine power," and tliat as a 
means of bis salvation ; and then, in the next 
instance, declares that his ultimate design in re- 
spect to him, waa, through him as a monument 
of mercy if he did repent, or a monument of wrath 
if he continued to hardes himself against God, 
to bring al)out a consummatiou, in which, for the 
salvation of the race, *^ God's name should be de- 
clared throughout all the earth.** *• For the 
scripture saith unto Pharoah, Even for this same 
purpose have I raised tiie up, that I might shew 
my power in thee, and thai my name mit^ht be 
declared throughout all the earth." From the 
undeniable fact, that God refoscd to pardon the 
impenitent Jew, even when Moses prayed for it, 
and avowed the pur^H^e to pardon and save even 
Pharaoh, if he would repent, and finally destroyed 
him, only when he had hardened himself into 
incurable reprobacy, how evident is the conclu- 
sion whdeh tlie Apostle draws, (verse 18; that 
God is «kot, ta the Jew snj^MMed, eoufioed to the 
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principle of patriarclial descent, in selecting his 
vessels of mercy or of judgment ; but that, on the 
other hand, according to his own divinely pre- 
scribed principle, in conformity to which he is 
merciful towards, or pardons those who humbly 
'* submit themselves to the righteousness of God," 
and is hard or relentless towards, that is, inflicts 
his word of threatening upon all those who harden 
themselves against him, that "Therefore hath he 
mercy on whom he will have mercy, and whom he 
will he hardeneth.** 

The Apostle was well aware of what would be 
the final resort of the Jew in self defence, against 
appeals to his own Scriptures, appeals to which he 
could make no reply. As a stern, high Predesti- 
narian, and being at the same time, devoid of mo- 
ral principle, he would fall back as he had done, 
(ch. iii. V, 1 — 8,) to shield himself against the 
Apostle's demonstration of the doctrine of justifi- 
cation by faith, in opposition to the Jewish error 
of salvation by deeds of law ; he would fall back, 
I say, upon his own predcstinarianism, and deny 
the fact of his own guilt, and consequent desert of 
punishment. As making such an impious reply to 
liis arguments, the Apostle meets the Jew, v. 19, 
**Thou wilt say then unto me. Why doth he yet 
find fault ? For who hath resisted his will ?" That 
is, I am well aware of your last resort against ap- 
peals to your own Scriptures, appeals which you 
cannot misunderstand or reply to. You will fall 
back, as you are wont to do on all other occasions, 
when thus sorely pressed, you will fall back again 
upon your own error pf eternal and all-necessitating 
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predestination, and deny the fact of your real 
desert of punishment. In reply, the Apostle first 
informs the Jew, that in thus refusing to yield to 
the undeninble teachings of his own acknowledged 
divinely inspired Scriptures, he stands self-con- 
victed, in the first instance, of replying against 
God — a fearful attitude for a creature to assume 
in respect to his Creator. In denying the fact of 
his moral agency, as he had done, in CLfRrming the 
impossibility of his own desert of punishment, 
when God had asserted the fact that he was a 
moral agent, in the revelation of the great principle 
of His eternal Grovernment, that He would dis- 
pense mercy and judgment upon the exclusive 
principle of personal character, ('* who will render 
to every man according to his deeds,'*) the Jew 
was guilty of the horrid impiety of denying the 
right of God to create him as he had done. 
** Nay but, O man, who art thou that rephest 
against God ? Shall the thing formed say to him 
that formed it, Why has thou made me thus V 
Still further, as God had revealed the fact, 
(Jer. xviii. 1 — 10,) that nations and individuals 
are in His hands, to deal with them, as a righteous 
moral governor, according to their moral conduct, 
as the clay is in the hands of the potter, for the 
Jew to deny Grod's right to dispense mercy and 
judgment to Jews and Gentiles alike, accordingly 
as they accept or reject God*s righteousness, was 
not only unscriptural, but as absurd in itself, as it 
would be to affirm, that the potter has not the 
/ight, of the same lump of clay, to make one vessel 
iinto hoBour and another unto dishonour* ** Hath 
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not the potter power over the clay, of the same 
lump to make one vessel unto honour^ and another 
unto dishonour ?" 

Finally, what objection could be brought Bgain<;t 
this doctrine, when it revealed God as dealing with 
men, whether Jews or Gentiles, upon such principles 
as these? 1. He is deteimincd, in case men will 
remain incorrigible in their sins, to make his wrath 
against sin and his power to punish it known, in their 
destruction. 2. To prevent such a doom, he "en- 
dures with much longsuffering" the rebellion of those 
even who ate in their character vessels of wrath fitted 
to destruction. 3. He thus endures them, that on 
their becoming vessels of mercy, he may make known 
upon them as such " the riches of his glory," whether 
they be Jews or Gentiles. What objection could the 
Jew bring against a system of divine administration 
based wholly upon such principles ? This is the 
meaning of the question propounded in v. 22 — 24^ 
'*Whnt if God, willing to shew his wrath, and to 
make his power known, endured with much loi.g- 
sufferin^ i!)e vessels nf wrath fitted to de.4t ruction ; 
And that he mi^ht make known the riches of his 
glory on the vessels of mercy, which he hrd afure 
prepared unto glory, even us, whom he hath called| 
not of the Jews only, but also of the Gentiles ?*' 

Explanation of Romans ix. 25 — 33. 

We now advance to a direct consider aticn of the 
portion of the chapter which is to be the subject of 
attention in ihis lecture. In respect to this part of the 
chapter there is, happily, but a very liule diversity of 
opinion among commentators. It naturally divides 
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itself into two parU* Ip the first, including verses 
25 — 28, the A poslle proves, by a dii-ect appeal to 
scripture, that Gentile belie veis are to constitute a 
portion of the church or elect of Gud, and that not 
all, as tlie Jew maintained, but a part only of the 
Jews will be saved; thus disprovin<r the two great 
errors of the Jew, to wit, that sin in him will not ex- 
pose hiin to the curse revealed in God's woixi of 
threatening, and that diith in the Gentile will not 
secure him a place among the children of God. In 
the second part of this passage, vcrSes 29 — 33, the 
Apostle presents the great and inclusive reason why 
the Jew had failed to attain tlie righteousness which 
he sought. We will consider these portions of the 
passage separately. 

In verse 28, the Apostle makes a quotation from 
llos. ij, 3« and quotes the passage not literally, but 
according to its real import. In this pissage the 
great truth stands directly and distinctly revealed, 
that Gentiles were to become a constituent portion of 
the Church of Christ. Gentiles of no class, up to 
that time, had been called God's people, but now 
such of them as believe were to be called His people. 
'J'hey had never had a place among the people 
who were called God's beloved; but now they were 
to wear this endearing title. ^* As he saith also in 
Usee, 1 will call them my people, which were not 
my people { and her beloved, which was not be- 
loved.**- Thus the error of the Jew, that the Gen- 
tile, though a btiiever, cannot be saved, was made 
manifest. 

Verse 26 has an exclusive reference to the Jews. 
To UDdcrstand ir^ we inust refer to the whole passage 
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from which it was originally taken, to wit, Hosea i. 
8 — 10, " Now when she l>ad weaned Lo-ruhamah, 
she conceived, af.d bare a son. Then said God, 
Call his name Lo-ammi : fur ye are not my people, 
and I will not be your God. Yet the nnopber of 
tiie children of Israel shall be as the sand of the sea, 
which cannot be measured nor numbered; and it 
shall come to pass, that in the place where it was 
iaid unto them. Ye are not my |)eop1e, there it shall 
l>e said unto them. Ye are the sons of the living 
God." The term Lo-ammi means, Not-roy-people. 
The daughter which the wife of the prophet had 
previously borne he was directed to call Lo-ruha- 
inah. Not-beloved — or not havin«; obtained mercy. 
The son subsequently born hie was directed to call 
Lo-ammi, Not-ray-people ; because the Jews, who 
had before been called Ammi, My-people, were, in 
the fulfilment of this prophecy, to ctase to be called 
such. They were to be called Lo-ammi, Not-my- 
people, because they were to be cm off for their 
wickedness from that peculiar relation to God. Yet 
the time would come, in the progress of ages, when 
their ^* number would be as the sands of the sea, 
and in the very place where it was said unio them, 
ye arc not my people, there it shall be said unto 
them, " ye are the sons of the living God." This 
passage, then, contains the following truths respect- 
m'z the Jews. 1. The time would come when they 
would cease to stand before the world as the ac- 
knowledged people of God. God Himself would 
reject them for their sins. 2. In the progress of 
subsequent ages they would, their number then 
being immensely greats be festered to their former 
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relations as the people of God. This passa^re then 
clearly demonstrates the truth of the great proposi- 
tion stated in verse 6, that the Jew» consequent on 
his patriarchal dissent, is not curse-proof against 
God*s word of threatening. This, as I suppose, 
must be the object of the Apostle in citing from 
Hosea the passage uiuler consideration. 

Some have supposed that both passages above 
cited relate to the Gentiles, placing what follows, 
AS quoted from Isaiah, concerning the Jews, in 
contrast with what is said in Hosea, concerning 
the Gentiles. No difference in the bearing of the 
whole upon the Apostle's argument is made, 
whichever way the passages is explained. To 
my mind, however, the above is obviously the true 
explanation. 

Of the meaning of the following verses 27 — 29, 
there can be no doubt. In verse 27, quoted from 
Isaiah x. 22, it is affirmed, that although the 
number of the people of Israel was immensely 
great, sndi an idea being properly expressed by 
the figure, '* as the sand of the sea," *' a remnant*' 
only would escape destruction. This implied, that 
the mass of the people would perish in their sins, 
and consequently demonstrated the truth of the 
proposition which it was the great object of the 
Apostle to establish, to wit, that the Jew, conse- 
quent on his relations and privileges, as a Jew, 
was not seeure againat God's word of threatening. 
Sucb is the pfieaning of the words *' Esains also 
crieth concerning Israel, Though the number of 
the children of Umtk be as tbe sand of the sea, f\ 
r<N»a|iit shall be jMi^.*' 

j2 



108 

Verse 28, is immediately connected with the one 
just explained, aad constitutes a part of Isaiah x* 
22, and the vhole of tlie following verse. Its 
meaning has been expressed in a former lecture, 
and may be thus expressed. " For," that is, what 
I have said will surely take place, or ** I speak of 
the remnant only, for a different destiny awaits 
the rest, or the mass of the people,*' "he will 
finish the work" (word) or execute his word of 
threatening against the body of the people, " and 
cut it short in righteousness,'* that is, execute it 
speedily in righteous vengeance : " because a short 
work (word) will the Lord make in the earth," 
that is, God will cause His word of threatening to 
be shortly or speedily executed in the sight of the 
^^ hole earth. The meaning of the two verses taken 
together may be thus expressed. " Though the 
number of the children of Israel be now immensely 
great, but a remnant of them shall escape the judg- 
ments impending over them ; tor God will accom« 
piish His threatening upon the mass of the nation, 
and bring that threatening to a speedy consumma- 
tion. Most assuredly will God cause his word of 
threatening to be speedily consummated in the 
sight of the whole earth." In the presence of 
such fearful declarations pertaining to the Jewish 
nation, how presumptous in the Jew, to entertain 
the idea he, in consequence of his patriarchal 
descent, is curse proof in respect to God*s threat- 
ened judgments upon all who " reject his great 
salvation !" 

In verse 29 the Apostle confirms what he had 
proved in the verses pr^cedingi by another quotat 
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tion from Isaiah i. D. " And as Esaias said before 
(in a former chapter). Except the Litrd of Sa- 
boath (of hosts), had left us a seed (a remnant or 
portion surviving, this being the meaning of the 
term seed), we bad been as Sodom, and been made 
hkc unto Gomorrah," that is, our nation would 
have utterly perished. Thus the Apostle proved, 
by a direct appeal to the scripturea, that the di- 
vine dispensations hung over the Jew and Gentile 
a)ike, filled with vials ot mercy and vials of wrath, 
and that neither could enjoy the one or shun 
the' other, unless on one condition, *^ submission 
to God's righteousness." 

The connection between, the opposite quotations 
which the Apostle makes from the Prophets 
lIcscA and Isaiah, concerning the Jews, is very 
striking. Ilosea points to a consummation in the 
progress of the nation in which, alter they have 
bee n for ages Lo-ammi, they should become, their 
numbering immensely great, Ammi, or '* the Sons 
of the living God." But Isaiah points to a prior 
consummation of a different kind, when their num- 
ber, at the time, being indeed immense, yet only 
a icmnant would escape the judgments of God. 
Both quotations culminate in one great truth, to 
wit, that the Jew is not, as he supposes, in conse- 
qu( nee of his relations and privileges, as a desceu- 
liai.t of Abraham, shielded, while he remains in his 
sins, from the threatened judgments of God. 

'i he above quotations, also, in the same manner 
as the Apostle's entire course of reasoning through- 
out, also shews clearly that I have rightly ex- 
plained his meaning in the phragei verae 6| '' »ot 
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as thoagh the word of God hath taken nond 
t&ecW in explaining the phrase ''the word of 
God** to mean, not His word of promise, but His 
word of threatening. The reasonings and quota- 
tions of the Apostle every where bear directly and 
immediately npon this latter idea, and not so 
directly and immediately upon the former. We 
may very safely and assuredly conclude, then, that 
that phrase has been rightly explained, as well as 
the train of argumentation pursued to establish it. 
The Apostle has now completed his demonstra- 
tion of the proposition before us, and proceeds, 
in the remainder of the chapter, to introduce 
another and a dijQferent subject — a subject, however, 
not disoonnected with the one which has pre- 
viously occupied our attention. Two facts were 
undeniable, that portions of the Gentiles, while 
they had, prior to the proclamation of God's 
righteousness, which is through faith in Christ 
alone, made no efforts at all for their own salva- 
tion, had now attained to this righteousness ; 
while the mass of the Jews, although they had 
attempted to attain to a oertain form of righteous- 
ness, had failed of attaining to any form of real 
righteousness whatever. To announce this fact, 
and to state the reason of the total failure of the 
Jew, is the object of the Apostle in the remaining 
part of this chapter : — *♦ What shall we say then i 
That the Gentiles, which followed not after 
righteousness, have attained to righteousness, even 
the righteousness which is of faith. But Israel, 
which f<^U)wed after the law of righteousness^ 
hath not aUaioe4 to. the law of righteousness,'* 
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The article *• the," before the term Gentiles, in 
the 30th verse, and before the words " law of 
rigliteousness,*' in the verse following, is not, in 
either instance, in the oiiginal, and had better 
have been omitted in the translation. The Apostle 
docs not mean to say that "the Gentiles," that is, 
the mass of them, but that " Gentiles," that is, a 
certain portion of them, had attained to the 
righteousness referred to. Nor does he int(«*nd to 
say that the Jews, who rejected Christ, had fol- 
lowed after ** the law," that is, the true law of 
righteQusnes3. On the other hand, they had fol- 
lowed, as the Apostle shows in chap. x. 5, a law 
of righteousness, that is, a law of their own; in 
doii.g which, however, they had failed even to 
attain to " a law," that is, to any law of righte- 
ousness. The meaning of these two verses, then, 
may be thus expressed : — *• What shall we say 
then?" that is, what are th3 real facts of the 
case pertaining to Jews and Gentiles ? These are 
llie facts : — Gentiles who, previous to the pro- 
clamation of the Gospel of Christ, had never 
sought after any form of righteousness whatever, 
hud attained to real righteousness, the righteous- 
ness which is by faith. But Jews which did in- 
deed aim to observe a law of righteousness, one of 
them own, had not attained to any law of righteous- 
ness whatever. Their efforts, even in the direc- 
tion) in which they were put forth, had been a total 
failure 

The question now arises, — What is the came 
of this melancholy fact pertaining to the Jew ? 
The reason is obvious. He has sought righteous- 
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i^4|k imtlffl, but liad refused to seek it m 
Qq4*% w^» Be bad endeavoured to attain salvar 
t^ k^ altempting to observe a law of rigeteous- 
noH^ Ibat is, '* a& it were by works of law," and 
9Pfc bjr faith, which is God's revealed condition^ 
Hhm partide '* the*' should be omitted, before the 
leim law, in this, as in the instances above men- 
tioned. In seeking salvation in the wrong di- 
teotion, he would, of course, refuse to take the 
right one, and thus stumble over the rock of sal- 
vatioa appointed bv God for sinners to build their 
hopes upon. Christ is called a stone of stumbling 
to tbo^e who reject him, for two reasons. 1 . In 
aeeking righteousness in some other direction, they 
of course reject him. He becomes an object of 
oifeqct to them. 2. As when men stumble over 
an object they are injured by the fall ; so in the 
rejection of Christ;, the guilt and condemnation of 
siiiners are infinitely enhanced. Hence, to all 
such, he is properly called '* a stone of stumbling 
and rock of offence." Such is the meaning of 
verso 32. "Wherefore?" That is, what is the 
true cause of the total failure of the Jews? This is 
tlie true causa ;•— " Because thei/ sought it not by 
faith, but as it were by the works of the law. For 
they stumbled at that stumbling stone." 

The fact that Christ would become ^^ a stone of 
atumoling and rock of offence" to some, as well as 
the author of eternal salvation to others, the 
Apostle now shows, in the last verse of this chap- 
ter, by another quotation from Isaiah, referring 
directly and fjKclusively to Chmt, The (\uotatiou 
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IS Tnade up of two passages, and contains th« real 
substance of both ; to wit, Isaiah riii. 1 4 t xxtiii. 
16. God represents Himself as laying in the 
midst of the Jewish nation, here typified by the 
term Zion (Jerusalem, or Zion, being then the ca- 
pital of the nation, and properly used to express 
it) ; a rock for the people to bui'd their hopes for 
eternity upon. At the same time He intimated^ 
that that rock, or His revealed plan of salvation, 
would, as a matter of fact, be to many a stumbhne- 
stone and rock of offence : that is, many would 
reject and take offence at the plan of salvation re* 
vealed, and thereby increase their own condemna- 
tion. Whosoever would believe in him, however, 
would not be ashamed or be disappointed in their 
expectations. The opposition to the J6W, there- 
fore, to Christ, is no evidence that He is not the 
Son of God. The fact that He is to the Jew a 
rock of offence, on the other hand, only confirms 
the doctrine of salvation by faith revealed through 
Him. Such is the meaning of verse 33. ** As it 
is written. Behold, I lay in Sion a stumbling-stone 
and rock of offence : and whosoever believeth on 
him shall not be ashamed." In stating the rea- 
sons why the Jew had failed to attain righteous- 
ness, the Apostle impliedly stated the reasons 
why Gentiles attained to righteousness, while the 
Jew had failed to attain it. The former, when the 
w ay of life was revealed to him, embraced the truth 
by faith, while the latter rejected it. 

I have now completed the examination of this 
important chapter. If I have rightly explained it, 
some service has been done \o^<^t*naRtR.\X'^^ 



114 

ftnd righteousness. If I have failed in the great 
argument, I tinist that those who have heard me, 
and others who may read these thoughts, when 
piesented to the public, will have wisdom to detect 
the error. I shall draw the lectures on this chap- 
ter to a close, with a few brief reflections of a 
general nature. 

REMARKS. 

1. I may be permitted here to allude to some 
considerations which go to confirm the general 
correctness of the explanation of the chapter wldch 
has been given in these lectures. Among the.se I 
notice the fallowing. 

(I.) The explanation throughout accords ^7ith 
the universally received law of Biblical criticism. 
I feel quite sure that, it cannot be shown, that 
those laws have been violated in this exposition. 

(2.) The entire argument of the Apostle, ac- 
cording to this exposition, bears directly and most 
decisively upon the real question at issue between 
him and the Jew, to wit. Whether relationship 
to Abraham, such as the Jew, sustained, did, ia 
fact, render one secure from the judgments of God 
threatened against siuners. This is not only the 
question at issue between them, but the very ques- 
tion, which, as all acknowledge, the Apostle does 
discuss in this chapter. What higher evidence 
can we have that an explanation is correct than 
this, that according to it, all parts of the passage 
are in hamony with the real and great question at 
issue between the parties, and with the questioQ 
actually discussed^ m the passage itself? 
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(3.) Every particular part of the passage, every 
sentence, phrase, and quotation from scripture 
found in it, perfectly harmonizes, as we have seen, ' 
with this explanation. Nothing in the passage is 
out of place^ nothing unhinges against our line of 
argument, as we traverse the passage from begin- 
ning to end. Such are the grounds on which I 
rest the claims of the explanation of Romans ix. 
given in these lectures. 

2. The fundamental objections which lie against 
the high Calvanist explanation of the passage next 
claim our attention. 

( I .) This explanation throughout rests upon an 
assumption known to be false, to wit ; that Paul 
is here as a predestinarian, reasoning against the 
Jew, as an anti-predestinarian ; when in fact, the 
Jew was himself a high predestinarian, and could 
not have been at issue with the Apostle on this 
subject, if Paul was himself a predestinarian. 

(2.) This explanation makes Paul lay out his 
main stress in proving points where there was no 
difference of opinion at all, if he was a predesti- 
narian ; instead of concentrating his whole force, 
as he should have done, upon the real question in 
difference, the question, Who were and who were 
not the elect? Can we suppose, that such a man, 
under immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit, 
would take such a course as that ? 

(3.) According to this explanation, the main 
direction of the Apostles reasoning is wholy apart 
from the point which, as all acknowledge, he was 
aiming to prove, and had no bearing upon it what- 
ever. The point, on which the Apostle is arguing, 

K 
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ns all admit, is the propoaHkni, that patriarchal 
descent doe« not render the Jew sure of God's 
favour, and safe from the threatenings which he 
has denounced against sinners. What adaptation 
has an argument to prove the doctrine of ebernal 
and unconditional election and reprobation to settle 
such a jwoposition as this ? 

(4.) According to this explanation, the Apc>stle's 
reasonings throughout the chapter lack the wfii/y 
which everywhere else characterizes him as a rea- 
sooer. At one tinae, he is arguing the real ques- 
tion at issue ; at another, a point where there was 
no difference of opinion, and that just as if such 
difference did exist. No such example can be 
found in Paul's writings anywhere else. 

(5.) This explanation makes the Apostle oen* 
tradict himself in different parts oi the diapter. 
At one time it makes him assign, as the sole rea« 
son of th& destruction of the Jew, the eternal 
decree, and sovereiOTty of God. *' It is i»f)t of htm 
that wiileth, nor of him that runneth* hue of God 
that showeth mercy." Then, in another plac?, 
it makes him affirm that the Jew himself is the 
sole cause of his own death. "Wherefore? Be- 
cause they sought it not by faith." Wliat must 
we think of an explanation which places different 
parts of the same chapter in such opea o{)fK>sidoii 
to each other ? 

(G) Another fundaracBtal ohjeetioa to this ex- 
planation, an objection not yet referred to in these 
lectures, next claims our special attetttieo. AecoreU 
lag' to this explanation, the eonnection between 
the £r$t iSre rersee imd the tesaMasaf porticui of 
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the chapter, h the most unnatural imaginable. 
In those verses, the Apostle represents the im- 
pending doom of the Jew, as a source of the greatest 
conceivable sorrow and grief to him. According to 
this explanation, he then goes en to present this 
very doom, as occurring according to, and in con- 
sequence of, an eternal and irreversible purpose 
and decree of God. No event, whatever its cha- 
racter in itself, can be, when thus contemplated, 
an object of continual sorrow and heart- heaviness 
to a truly devout, believing, submissii-e, and trust- 
ful mind. The moment any event whatever is 
contemplated by such a mind, as an object of an 
eternfJ and irreversible purpose of God, it then 
becomes, however the mind may be affected b\ it, 
when contemplated from other points of view, an 
object of submissive acquiescence and holy joy, 
and not of mental sorrow. Paul then, as a holy 
man, and under the immediate inspiration of the 
Holy Spirit, could never have presented the doom 
of his countrymen, as a source of ** great heavi- 
ness and continual sorrow in his heart,** and thee, 
in the same connection, present the same event, as 
the object of an eternal and irriversible purpose 
and decree of God. The high CaWanist's expla- 
nation, which imputes to him such inconsistency, 
yes, unsubmissiveness and impiety, as such a state of 
mind, in such a connection, would be, cannot be 
the correct interpretation. A different and oppo- 
site construction ought to be put upon the chapter. 
3. A great truth clearly brought to view in 
verses 30 — 33 of this chapter, next claims our at- 
tention. It is this. All persona wUo w^ ^^^V\w 



'^ 



118 

salvation in a wrong direction, and who vainly 
suppose themselves to have thus secured it, are, 
in fact, in a condition far more hopeless than those . 
who are not seeking it at all. The individual who 
knows himself " without God in the world," is far 
more likely to take warning, and '' lay hold on the 
hope set before him." 

4. We are now prepared for a distinct considera- 
tion of the fundamental principle^ or distinguishing 
characteristic of Judaism. The principle of the 
system is one thing. The form is quite another. 
What then is the principle, as distinguished from the 
forir of the thing ? Jt is this. — The idea that our 
position in eternity is conditioned upon external rela* 
lions and circumstances, and not upon moral charac- 
ter exclusively, upon any thing other than real 
holiness, or heart purity. The Jew rested his hope 
of salvation, wholly upon circumstances external to 
the state of his heart. This was the principle of his 
system Nor can we now fail to perceive, that a 
system of religion may be wholly Ju Jaistic in prin- 
ciple, though totally diverse in form from Juaaism 
itself. That system, whatever its form, or by what- 
ever name it may be called, is really and radically 
Judaistic, and is only another furm of the same thing, 
which conditionates salvaiiun upon any thing what- 
ever, other than true holiness of heart, 

4. Some of the particular forms of modern Judaism 
next cLims our attention. Among these,' I notice 
the following, as deserving special attention, 

(1). Placmg the conditions of salvation in our 

connection with, or a standing in some particular 

sect or c/cAom ination^ instead of conditionatinj our 



desetmy exduMvelym) wlmtthe Bible does/' repentance 
towards God» and faith toward our Lord JeMis Christ.*' 
Of this, Roroantsm is an example. In all such b\'s. 
terns, a community so called Christian, has been 
substituted for the Jewish, and connection with that 
community, for descent from Abraham. Only a differ- 
ent form of the same thing,, to wit, external relations, 
has been substituted for «• God's riohteousness." 

{2)» Another form of modem Judaism, consists in 
placing the conditions of salvation on subjeciion to 
particular ordinances^ such as Bdptism or the Loid*3 
Supper, ordinances duly adminstercd. When the fact 
of our becomiifg regenerated, and •'receiving power 
to become the sons of God," is made to turn, not upon 
our receiving Christ directly and immediately by 
faith, but upon our haxng subject to the ordinance of 
baptism ; what is this, but another form oi Judaism 
baptised with the name of Christian ? The remains 
of two infants, who died at the same age are before 
tis ; one was subjected to the ordinance of baptism, 
and the other not. What must we think of a system 
of religion, calling itself Christian, that would afHrm, 
that for such a reason, the soul of one of these is now 
in tlie kingdom of heaven, and that ofthe other in the 
kingdom of darkness > If all who die in infancy are 
saved, then, baptism, as far as regeneration and trans- 
latk)!! into the kingdom of grace is concerned, is of 
no real use» 'ftie soul is just as well o(F without a^i 
with it ; and it is the height of absurdity to talk 
about an indlviduaPs being regenerated and made 
an heir ofthe kingdom of God, «• by baptism." If 
ail infants, who die unbaptised, are lost, and lost for 
the reason that they were not beijii*itd^ i.bft?\ v^<?u 
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immortal destiny of nearly half the race is made to 
turn wholly upon mere accidental external relations, 
in respect to the existence of which, neither the 
saved nor lost had any knowledge, choice, nor agency. 
What is such a system, but one of the grossest and 
most irrational and unchristian forms of christianised 
Judaism of which humanity, in iis darkest specula- 
tions, ever conceived ! Suppose a child is taken 
into the house of God, and there receives the ordi- 
nance of baptism, with an avowed Atheist for a 
Godfather, (tne very circumstances in which a par- 
ticular friend of mine received the ordinance), what 
infinite credulity must possess a mind that witnessingr 
no change whatever in the subsequent dispositions or 
manifestations of the child, that can then see it grow, 
as is in fact often the case, directly up, as it advances 
in age, into a giant in depravity, and with no form of 
virtue attaching to it, can yet believe that that child 
was really and truly regenerated, and made an heir of 
the kingdom of God, in and by that ordinance ! Two 
children, we will further sup|x>se, are before us, pre- 
senting in all respects the same, or similar manifes- 
tations ; one has received the ordinance of baptism, 
and the other has not ; yet we are to believe, in the 
presence of the same fruits, that one of these children 
IS a truly spiritually regenerated person, and an heir 
of life eternal ; and the other a child of wrath ! But 
suppose once more, that the individual who has 
received the ordinance, grows up visibly a monster 
in depravity; while the other, without ever having 
received the ordinance, in the so callf^d apostolic 
fojm, and having never been convinced of the ne- 

(?esshy of receiving it, or even suspected Hi yef. 
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according to the best light given him, he has <' served 
God with a pure conscience." In the presence ofsuch 
fruits, we are to regard the former as having been 
"spiritually regenerated,** and the other as ** having 
no hope, and being wihout God in the world.*' 
Thus we are required to reverse wholly the Saviour's 
rule, and say, •* By iheir fruits ye shall not know 
them,** but ye shall know them by mere external 
relations, which imply in themselves, no form or 
degree of holiness whatever, nor the most distant 
approach to any proper manifestations of it. All 
this we f re expected to believe, in the presence of 
the most undeniable fact, that the Bible never gives 
the shadow of an intimation near or remote, that 
regeneration is by baptism ; and when God himself 
has given us a formal definition of the *' baptism that 
does save us,** a baptism which consists not in **the 
putting away ol the filth of the flesh,*' that is, do^s 
not consist in any outward ordinance, •• but in the 
answer of a good conscience towards God,** that is, 
*'' in righteousness and true holiness." W hat an 
infinite mistake the Holy Ghost made, in '* sendino: 
Paul not to baptise, but to preach the Gospel," if 
spiritual regeneration is, not *' by the foolishness of 
preaching," but ** by baptism." 

(3) The third form of christianized Judaism de- 
manding atteittion consists in practically condition- 
ating salvation upon die relations of the intelligence 
to certain systems of doctrine, rather than in prac- 
tical godliness. The relations of the intellect to the 
truth are as distinct from the state of the heart as ex- 
ternal ordinances. Holiness of heart is no more 
implied in, or necessarily connected with txie'ce v;\- 
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tellectual assent to <iny system of doctrine, than re- 
prcneration is withbapti^^m. Simon Maguiwas bap- 
tized, and yet remained in the ''^H of bittertiets 
and bonds of iniquity.** So a man may '* under- 
stand all mysteries and all knowledijfc,** and yet be 
** as a sounding brass and a tinkling cymbal.*' 
Now where a man*s standing in a churdi depends 
rather upon imputed soundness in doctrine than 
upon a holy life, where a church can ** bear those 
that are evil," but cannot endure in her members 
dissent from her creed, on points acknowledoied to 
be not essential to real holiness, we have in all such 
cases Judaism in principle, as really and truly as in 
either of the cases above named. 

(4) The Ibst foim of this error that I notice con- 
diiionates salvation not upon prcsenl obedicnct*, but 
upon the relations of the individual to some sup- 
posed change of character in some pml time. Sal- 
vation, in this case, is made to turn upon what is 
as really and truly external to the now slate of the 
heart, as in any system of formalism that ever ex- 
isted. That form of the doctrine of saints perse- 
veiance, '^ which affirms that *' we are partakers 
of Christ," not ** if we hold the beginning of our 
confidence steadfast unto the end,** but if we have 
been once regenerated, is nothing but Judaism under 
a christian name. 



LECTURE V. 

ELECTION. 

.2. PETER, ch. i., v. 10. 

" Wherefore the rather, brethren, give diligence 
to make your calling and election sure : for if ye 
do these things, ye shall never fall." 

There are three words, of not unfrequcnt use, 
in the New Testament, which are quite commonly 
supposed to be employed to designate the doctrine 
of eternal and uncondhional election ; to wit, the 
noun rendered " election,'* — the adjective rendered 
"elect," — and the original verb from which each 
of these is derived, the verb generally rendered 
" chosen." The verb is used just twenty times, 
the adjective twenty-three times, and the noun 
seven times, in the New Testament. To under- 
stand the bearing of these words upon the doctrine 
under consideration, we must, in the first place, 
determine the nature of the doctrine itself. The 
doctrine of election, as everywhere held by its advo" 
cates, is this. God foreseeing from eternity all man- 
kind in a state of sin and ruin ; and while no reasons 
whatever, as far as the character of men is con- 
cerned, presented themselves to the divine mind 
why one should be selected as an heir of life rather 
than another, and when it was just as practicable 
for him to save one as another, and all as a \jext^ 
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had he seen it ^vise and best so to do, determined 
from eternity to select out of this mass a certain 
fixed and definite number of individuals as heirs 
of everlasting life, a number which by no possibility 
can be either increased or diminished. Upon this 
fixed and definite number God determined from 
eternity, to bring to bear a divine influence in the 
time and under the circumstances unchangeably 
fixed and pre-determined — an influence which 
would infallibly secure in them a fitness for 
eternal life. The remaining portion of mankind, 
God, in his sovereignty, eternally determined to 
pass over, and leave to peiish in their sins. 
The former class are called the elect, and 
the latter the reprobate. God's plan in res- 
pect to these two classes, is denonimated the 
doctrines of eternal and unconditional election and 
reprobation. Election to life is said to be uncon- 
ditional, because it rests upon no conditions fore- 
seen as complied with on the part of the elect. 
Such is the doctrine of election. A part only are 
elected, when the whole might hare been just as 
well, had God seen it wise so to do. This part 
are elected without any reasons whatever foreseen 
m them why they should be saved rather than 
others. Every thing rests wholly upon the sove- 
reign election of God. It has Wn my honest 
aim not to pervert the views of my brethren hold- 
ing this doctrine, but to present such views as 
they themselves actually hold them. It is accord- 
ing to the views above defined that they suppose 
the words elect, election, and chosen are used in 
^J^e New TestameaU The cjiiestioa for us, as stu- 
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dents of the Bibl« aud pupils of the Ho]y Spirit to 
determine, is this — Is this the idea which we 
ought to attach to these terms when we meet with 
them in the Scriptures? As preparatory to a 
direct consideration of the various passages, in 
which these words are found, I would invite very 
special attention to the following preliminary 
ohserrations. 

1 . It is ohviously contrary to all our natural ideas 
of a Being of perfect wisdom and goodness, that He 
would make such a difference between moral agents, 
as the doctrines of election and reprobation suppose, 
wiihout there being reasons all sufficient intrinsic in 
tlie charrcter of such agents themselves, for such 
momentous discriminations between them, When a 
Being of perfect wisdom and reciilude, ekcts one ob- 
ject for one purpose, and another for a totally diverse 
and opposite purpose, we naturally suppose, that such 
r^lections are based upon reasons perceived^ as in« 
li insi ve in the objects ; reasons demanding the diverse 
uses to which they are respectively assigned. Ail 
aur ideas of fitness are shocked at the mere suggestion, 
that such a wide discrimination has not its basis in a 
con^[x>nding difference, intrinsic m the character of 
the objects, on which the acts refered to terminate. 
I^o siK-h acts, we cannot but judge, ought to be based 
upon the mere will or sovereign pleasure of any 
being. AM acts of will, on the other hand, (is it ir- 
reverential in a creature to say?) ought to be in har- 
mony witii iniilligenoe, to b3 demanded by the dictates 
of perfect wisdkxn, aiKl to be put forth for the reasons 
alone, that they are thus demanded. Now^ when we 
cootempkte the I4o»t Uiglij as bringing two mosal 
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agents into being, agents divinely endowed with ca- 
pacities for endless progress in knowledge, and con- 
sequent capacities for virtue or vice, and happiness or 
misery, it is certainly contrary to all our ideas of 
what is fit and proper in a being, thus related to such 
agents, a Being of infinite wisdom and rectitude, to 
suppose that lie has selected one of them as an heir 
of hfe eternal, and the other, as a victim of eternal 
pain and suffering, without there being reasons of in- 
finite weight, reasons intrinsic in their characters, for 
such a sepation. 

2. When God makes the eternal separation be- 
tween them, he always assigns reasons intrinsic in 
their characters as the sole grounds of that separation. 
«• Come ye blessed of my Father — for 1 was an 
hungered and ye gave me meat." " Depart ye 
cursed— ybr 1 was an hungered, and ye gave me no 
meat." The term for^ in these several instances, 
expresses the reasons for the election and reproba- 
tion of the diverse classes of moral agents before us, 
the reasons in view of which God vindicates His own 
adjudications before the universe. The entire repre- 
sentations of scripture, on this important subject, are 
in perfect harmony with these declarations of Christ. 
•« Who will render to every man according to his 
deeds." ** All that are in their graves shall hear His 
voice, and shall come forth ; they that have doi»e 
good unto the resurrection of life, and they that have 
done evil unto the resurrection of damnation." 

Since such is the basis of all the procedures of ilie 

judgment in which the final discrimination between 

mankind is to be made, if God has any pre- 

dcterwiaatioQs or purposes of election, in /aspect 
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to such discriminations, may we not safely conclude 
that they have their basis wholly on the grounds fore- 
seen by him, on which the discrimination is made, 
that is, " the deeds,'* in view of which, and for the 
avowed reason of which, the awards of the great day 
are dispensed ? If this be the eharocter of the elect- 
ing grace, and reprobating judgement of God, then 
we have an election and reprobation which must, 
when understood, " commend themselves to every 
man's conscience in the sight of God." 

But, how does this great transaction appear, when 
contemplated in the light of the docrine under con- 
sideration ? According to this doctrine, all events 
alike are eternally predetermined by God. Its fun- 
damental teachings are, that " God hath, for his own 
glory, unchangeabbj foreordained whatsoever comes 
to pass." The fall of man then, and all our states 
and acts, as sinners, as these are events which do 
come to pass, must as really and truly be the objects 
of an unchangeable decree, as the salvation and holi- 
ness of the righteous. Whatever is not thus pre- 
determined, the advocates of this doctrine affirm, is 
left to chance ; and as nothing, as they affirm, is 
thus left, all things alike must, of course, be fixed, 
and inevitably so, by an eternal decree. If any who 
maintain the doctrine of decrees, deny any of these 
statements, they must deny the fundamental article 
of their system ; to wit, that " God has unchangeably 
foreordained whatsoever comes to pass." They must, 
according to their own principles, affirm that the 
occurrence of some events are left to chance. 

Suppose now, that when the finally reprobate are 
about to receive their doQm»\!cv^ ^^^iV^vssA^^w^'!!:^^^ 
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final cause of their doom is, noi mci 
choice of evil instead of good, but ( 
pose necessarily rendering that cho 
When the principles of that transact 
veiled before the intelligence of th 
will it appear ? Could God's judgir 
templatedy appear ** true and ri»htc( 
1 conclu'le then, that when God as; 
character of men as the sole cause of 
tion there to be made between saints 
assigns the true and real giounds of 
determinaticms pertaining to their el< 
hand, or their reprobation on the otli 
electing grace, and pre-reprobating 
have their basis exclusively in tl 
voluntary &cts of men, in accept 
offered mercy. Against all such c 
ceivable objections can be brought, 
fore-knowlecfge of what men, in the 
uninterrupted free agency will do. 
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3. I will now notice an idea fundamenially false, 
as it appears to me, professedly based upon the great 
truth that God is our Creator. Because he sustains 
this relation to us, he has a right, it is said, to dis- 
pose of us as His prc^perty, according to His own 
sovereis^n pleasure, to appoint one to life, and 
others directly or indirectly to death, as may be His 
will. Now to me it is a truth self-evident, that the 
highest conceivable reasons why God should not, 
without considerations of infinite and eternal weight, 
destroy the happiness of such a creature, are in- 
volved in the great fact that He, by His own vo- 
luntary act, has brought that creature into being, and 
has endowed him with all his capacities for good or 
evil. What is one of the main reasons for parental 
obligation to care for the necessities of children ? 
The very fact that the parent, by his own voluntary 
act, has been the cause ot the existence of the child. 
Such reasons must apply with equal weight to God, 
as the infinite Father of the great fa.T.ily of the 
rational universe. God certainly, without reasons 
of eternal weight, does not claim the right to cut off 
a creature from the infinite good to which He has 
Himself adapted the nature of that creatare. The 
contrary idea has its origin exclusively in the pro- 
slavery conception of properly in man. Man is not 
a thing, and neither God does claim, nor can man 
rightly claim property in htm. As a moral agent he 
Fitands eternally excluded from the idea of property. 
He can forfeit his right to good only by crime, and 
crime can exist only as the exclusive result of the 
voluntary act of a free moral agent. 
• We are now prepared for a dv^cX ^qvkv^\'^S^J5sc».^ 
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t'.ie meaning of the terms elect, election and chosen, 

'j as they are applied to men in ihe New Testament. 

ij: The question is. Do they represent an election which 

jti has no basis whatever m the intrinsic character of 

the objects, character making a difference wide and 

fundamental between them and the non-elect, and 

therefore demanding that this difference shall be 

made between them ? Or is it, what all wise and 

just elections of this character, in all other instances, 

are, an election iu which a wise and just discrimina- 

.|. tion is made where, and only where such a discrimi- 

1 1 nation is demanded by what is intrinsic in the 

character of the objects of such election ? 
Jt If we refer to the j>rimary significations of ihe 

j'l words under connideration, there can be no doubt 

|[ whatever as to the meaning which we should attach 

to them. They always, according to their primary 
!i j signification, designate an election in which one 

;.'i- object is preferred to another, on the exclusive 

;l ! ground of the perceived or imputed superior excel- 

lence of the former over the latter. Thus the 
primary signification of the word elect, according to 
the distinguished Lexicographer, Professor Robinson, 
is *^ select, choice, excellent,^* According to this 
definition, the term elect can be applied to an ob^ 
ject when and only when it possesses superior in- 
trinsic excellence which requires that it should be 
preferred to others of the same class. The question is. 
Is this the meaning of the term when applied to men 
in the scriptures ? Are they God's elect, if they are 
such, because they are the objects of His moral ap- 
probation and favour, on account of the beauty ol 
liolmess which He ^es in tfiem, ^sA n,ot iu othei« I 



[A word of explanation is demanded here. When 
I speak of reasons intrinsfc in the character of men^ 
why one should be saved and the other lo8t» ! wouH, 
bj no means, be understood as supposing that salva- 
tion is not, from first to last, wholly by grace, anv 
more than we are to suppose the Bible to teach this 
doctrine, because it asserts that men shall be "judged 
according to their works." Salvation is all of grace; 
yet it is proffered on certain irreversible conditions. 
Those who accept or reject these conditions, present 
reasons intrinsic in their character why they should, 
or should not become ** heirs of the grace of life." 
Such reasons do not imply that those who are 
saved receive eternal life, on the ground of merit in 
themselves, and not wholly as a gift of grace.] 

That we may come to a right understanding of 
this subject, we will first consider the meaning of 
these terms when applied to our Saviour. •* To 
whom (Christ) coming, as unto a living stone, 
disallowed indeed of men, but chosen (elect) of 
God and precious/' 1 Pet. ii. 4. •* Wherefore it 
is contained in the scripture. Behold, I lay in 
Sion a chief comer stone, elect, precions : and he 
that believeth on Him shall not be confounded.'^ 
1 Pet. ii. 6. " Let Him save himself, if He be 
Christ, the chosen (elect) of God." Luke xxiii. 35* 
The original word rendered chosen and elect in 
these passages is, in all instances, one and the 
ssme. So it will be the case in all the ] assages 
which T shall hereafter select. The only di£erence 
that ever occurs is, that in two or three instances 
the participle instead of the adjective is used> 
Tfiere is no ^iffwrenceof tnwmivg^ >wsw5s^>\55xxiss?^ 

I.? 
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instance. Now, of the meaning of the terni elect 
when applied to Christ, there can, by no possi- 
bility, be any doubt. It never can designate an 
object in itself not to be preferred to others, but 
which, by an act of sovereignty, has been selected 
out from a class in themselves all equally eligible, 
and then rendered precious, by an influence sub- 
sequently brought to bear upon it. It designates, 
on the other hand, precisely the opposite idea, 
that of an object, in itself preferable lo others, and 
for that reason, selected out from among; them. 
The figure employed is that of a builder seeking a 
rock in itself adapted to occupy the place of the 
chief corner stone on which the entire building is 
to be founded, and having found one, of all others 
to be preferred for this end, selects it accordingly. 
Hence it is called '* elect, precious." Such is 
Christ as the living stone on which we are to build 
our hopes for eternity. Such was the meaning of 
the tei ra when applied to Christ, by His enemies, 
«' If He be Christ, the chosen (elect) of God," 
that :s, if He is, as He processed to be, so dear to 
Qod, on account of His transcendant excellence. 

"\ye find the same terms applied to- men also 
in connections which render their meaning equally 
manifest. "Then pleased it the apostles and 
elders, with the whole church, to send chosen men 
of their own company to Antloch with Paul aLd 
Barnabas ; namely , Judas sirnamed Earsabas, and 
Silas, chief men among the brethren." " It 
seemed good unto us^ being nssembltd with one 
accord, to send chosen men unto you with our be- 
loved Barnabas and Fa\il«'* Thie term chosen in 
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both the above passages can have but one meanuig. 
It implies, in the individuals elected, superior 
qualifications for the mission on which they were 
sent. For this reason, they are called ** olioscii 
men." Thus we are accust)med to call indivi- 
duals of superior excellence, ** choice spirits." 
You will now understand clearly the meaning of 
the same term v/hen applied to Paul, Acts ix. \i), 
** He is a chosen vessel (literally vessel of election) 
unto me, to bear my name before the Gentiles." 
The evident meaning is, he is a very j>reciou3 
vessel unto me, a vessel on account of his present 
character, and superior qualifications worthy to be 
selected from among all others, for the high office 
cf " bearing my name before the Gentiles." There 
is nothing in the term, as here used, that, in the 
most distant form, even looks towards an eternal 
unconditional election, when there is no reason in 
the object why it should be selected rather than 
others of the same class. God only speaks of 
Paul in view of what he then was, as a truly con- 
verted man. 

Equally manifest is the meaning of the term 
applied to Christians generally and indiscrimi- 
nately, 1 Pet. ii. 9. " IJut ye are a chosen (elect) 
generation, a royal priesthood, holy nation, a pecu- 
liar people." The meaning of the term as a])plied 
to Christ in the verses preceding, we have already 
imderstood. In the same sense, all the laws of 
language compel us to understand it in the verse 
before us. Such arc the connections in which it 
is here found, that no honest mind can mistak^its 
mcamiig. Axk elect geucratioa U ^v^^^^^i^s^>ss^ 
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aeeotmi of its stipenot and it>yjsl niorAl exeellaMe, 
la worthy to be selected from the rest of mankind, 
as the objects of divine approbation and favour. 

No less plain is the meaning of the term in 
Rev. xvii. 14. "For He (Christ) is Lord of 
Lords, and King of Elings, and thej that are 
with Him, are called, and chosen (elect) and 
faithful/* that is, Christ Himself is superior to 
all others, and His glorified associates are, on ac- 
count of their transcendent excellence, worthy to be 
His com])anions and associates. The connec- 
tion in which the term *' elect," is here found, ren- 
der it certain that this must be its meaning in this 
passage. 

The term " called," here found, and which is 
often applied to the saints in the scriptures of the 
New Testament, demands a special explanation, in 
this connection. The term is figurative, and is 
taken from the customs which obtained in the 
ancient regal feasts. "When a monarch would 
make, a feast, he was accustomed, as we leam» 
Mat. xxii. 1 — 3, and elsewhere, to send out first 
and notify individuals, that at the time ap- 
pointed, they would be invited to the royal feast 
that was to be celebrated. The notice and the 
final invitation were denominated the calling to 
the feast. As the guests were selected on account 
of their high standing, and for their superior worth 
in the monarch's estimation, to receive such a call 
was a mark of great distinetion. Hence the guests, 
as expressive of such distinction, were denomi- 
nnted the called ones, the ealled of the king : that 
//^ indiridmia e^xAmg high m Tojtl ^^im^i^m^ ■ 
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This is the great and exclusive idea to be attached 
to the term when applied to saints, in the passage 
above cited from Revelation, and in all other pas- 
sages where they are denominated *' the called of 
Grod," " called saints," not " called to be saints/' 
as rendered in our translation. In all instances 
in which we read " called to be saints," " called 
to be an Apostle," &c., the literal rendering is 
" called saints," and " called apostle." The ad- 
jective called, when thus applied, never, I am quite 
safe in the affirmative, in any single instance, de- 
signates what is denominated '* effectual calling." 
It IS always employed as a term of distinction, to 
designate those who are, on account of their supe- 
rior excellence, dear to God, and consequently in- 
vited by Him to the "marriage supper of the 
Lamb," or to the enjoyment of high and distin- 
guished privileges. 

We are now prepared to explain the passage in 
2 Peter i. 10, in which both the terms "calling" 
and " election" are found. ** Wherefore the rather, 
brethren, give diligence to make your calling and 
election sure : for if ye do these things, ye shall 
never fall." The election and calling, here referred 
to, are undeniably future ; because they are yet 
uncertain and conditioned on the voluntary con- 
duct of the creature, Reference is had to the 
time when " God is to make up His jewels," and 
when He is to invite all who are His to the great 
f jatt of Heaven. The meaning of the passage is. 
Give all diligence to live, so as to render it certain 
that when that period shall arrive, you will be 
among the called ai^d ckcl^^ ol Q.^^x ^^ ^^^^ 
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straction conceiraUe can b6 moi% forced^ tmnaiu- 
ral, and opposite to all the laws of langnage, than 
the high Calvinistic explanation which make the 
passage mean this — make it certain to yourselves 
that you were from all eternity called and elected 
of God. GalHng, to say the least, must be in 
time, and not from eternity; and as this is and 
must be future, so must the election here referred 
to be future. 

The meaning of 1 Peter ii. 2, now becomes ob- 
yious . — " Elect according to the foreknowledge of 
God the Father, through sanetification of the 
Spirit, unto .obedience and sprinkling of the blood 
of Jesus Christ : Grace unto you, and peace, be 
multiplied." Three important truths are taught 
in this passage. 1 . That Christians are sanctified 
and saved through the influence of the Spirit and 
the grace of Christ. That they are not passive 
but active recipients of this divine influence, and 
that as such recipients they may properly be said 
to purify themselves by yielding of their own free 
will to this influence, we learn from the 22nd 
verse of this same chapter: — "Ye have purified 
yourselves by obeying the truth, through the 
spirit ;" that is, ye have rendered yourselves pure, 
by yielding, of your own choice, to the truth, pre- 
sented to your minds by the Spirit. 2. The 
second great truth that we have from this passage 
is this : Believers became the elect of God, in con- 
sequence of having thus obeyed the truth thnmgb 
the Spirit. 3. All these are the ^divinely foreseen 
results of God'a gracious arrangement for the re- 
demption of men. By »o siMoH oi W^oi^ ism 
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buy i)ung» in thk passage, be made to bear in 
favour of the doctrine of an eternal unconditional 
election. An election foreseen as actually taking 
place in time, and in consequence of terms of life 
being complied Tvith, is a very different form of 
doctrine from that above stated. Rom. ii. 5, 
" Even so, then, at this present time, also, there 
is a remnant according to the election of grace," 
that is, the kind, gracious, benignant election 
of God, as opposed to the ungracious and arbi- 
trary election advocated by the Jew, an election 
having its basis \ivholly, where it should do, in 
moral character, and not in patriarchal descent, 
or any other arbitrary arrangement. According 
to this election, there was, as Paul affirms, a rem- 
nant among the Jews who were numbered among 
the elect of God. 

I These. L 4, ** Knowing, brethren, beloved, 
your election of God," that is, calling to remem- 
brance the circumstances in which you, in tlie 
midst of the fiercest contentions, and most embit- 
tered persecutions, as the Apostle shows in the 
verses following, embraced the gospel, and thus 
became the beloved elected ones of God* As the 
election here referred to took place in time, no 
reference can be had in the passage to the doctrine 
of eternal unconditional election. 

As Horn. Lx. 11, ''That the purpose of God 
according to electioi might stand," has been ex- 
plained in a former lecture, nothing in addition is 
demanded in respect to the passage in this con- 
nection. The election here referred to pertained 
exclosiTely to nationS| aat^ucUy ^\A\i<^v.^\^^^^i^ 
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duals, and had . no reference whatever lo an elec- 
tion to eternal life. 

A mere passing remark is all that is now re- 
quired in explaining the phrase, " Many are called 
but few chosen," found in Matt. xx. 16 : xxii. 14, 
All that thi^ phrase can be made to mean is this : 
Many, that is, all are invited to partake of the 
salvation of God ; but few, however, in conse- 
quence of accepting the offer, are elected as heirs 
of life eternal. I suppose that a still different 
construction should be put upon this phrase ; but 
as it has no particular bearing upon our present 
inquiries, I pass it over. 

As tlie terms elect and election imply something 
valuable and excellent in the object, something on 
account of which it is selected in preference to 
others of the same class, they are hence sometimes 
used in the scriptures as terms of very tender endear- 
ment ; as for example, " the elect lady/' and the 
" elect sister," that is, the precious beloved chris- 
tian lady and sister, 2 John I., 3 John 13. "Shall 
not God avenge (answer tV. prayers) of His own 
elect ?" Luke xviii. 7, His own elect, that is, those 
who on account of iheir character, are dear and preci- 
ous in God*s sight, and as such have been chosen by 
Him out of the world. •* Who shall lay anything to 
the charge of God's elect ?" Rom. viii. 33, that is, 
who will appear in judgment against those whom, 
on account of their character, God has selected as 
dear and precious before Him ? " And shall gather 
together his elect," (His own precious chosen ones) 
Man. xxiv, 31 ; Mark xiii, 27. " For the elect's 

^aic whom He b^\h cbo^en^'' ^U\s o^rci ]j(epiou» 
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felectcd ones) Matt. xxix. 22; Mark x\\. 20. « SalUle 
Rufus chosen in the Lord,'* ihat i?, an honoured, 
precious, beloved disciple of Christ, Rom. xvi. 19. 
•« Put on therefore as ihe elect of God (holy and 
beloved) , " that is, as the holy and beloved chosen 
ones of God," bowels of mercies, kindness," &c. 
Gal. iii. 12. " According to the faith of God's 
elect,** (God's chosen ones), Tit. i. 1. 

As believers only are thus elected by Gcd, these 
terms are often used in the scriptures, as synonymous 
with tlie term christian or believer, always including 
the idea of preciousness on account of character. In 
this sense they are to be explained in such passages as 
the following. 2 Tim. ii. 10 ; " All things are for 
the elect's sake," for the good of believers. Mat. 
xiii. 24. " To deceive, if it were possible, t he very 
elect,'* Rom. xi. 7. " But the election (believers) 
hath obtained it (the salvation of Christ), and the 
rest (Jews and unbelievers) were blinded,*' Rom. 
xi. 28 ; " As concerning the Gospel, tbey are 
enemies for your sake ; but as touching the elec- 
tion, they are beloved for the Father's sake." The 
meaning of this passage, as I suppose, may be thus 
expressed. As far as the Gospel is concerntd, they, 
the mass of the Jews, are its embittered enemies, 
because you Gentiles arc introduced into the fold of 
Christ ; but as far as the " election" is concerned, the 
remnant of true believers among them, these are 
very dear to God, not only on account of their cha- 
racter as believers, but rs the descendants of the 
ancient patriarchs. Whether this is the tiue expla- 
nation or not, the passage cannot be explained so as 
tp have any bearing in favo\^t ^i ^J'J^ ^^-^xs^^ '?^ 
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eternal and unconditional election. There is one 
passage, 1 Tim. iv. 21, in which the term elect is 
applied to angels. ** I charge thee before God, and 
the Lord Jesus Christ, and the elect angels.'* Here 
the term evidently has the meaning: of holy, beloved 
of God, and therefore to be held in esteem by us. 
The meaning of the passage is, I charge thee before 
and the Lord Jesus Christ, and tlie high principalities 
of heaven. - 

1 have thus completed my promise, as far as tl-e 
passages in which the terms elect ani election, are 
ibund in the New Testament, are concerned. I 
have, I believe, omitted not a single passage in 
which either of these terms, or the original word 
which they represent, appear i. You now have a 
distinct ej(position of the meaning which, as I sup- 
pose, should be attached to them, and are able, if 
the ej^planation given is admitted as the correct one, 
to judge tor yourselves in respeU to their btaiings 
upon the doctrine of eternal and uiiconditional elec- 
tion. It now remains to consider several other pas- 
sages in which these terms do not appear, but which 
are supposed to sustain, either directly or indirectly, 
this docrine. 

I . There is one cla<is of passages which is sup- 
posed to teach this doctrine not directly, but by 
manifest implication, th^ise passages especially which 
are deemed to affirm the fact of the sinner's total 
inability to anything that is good. If the sinner 
lacks all ability to do what is right, then his salva- 
tion must depend wholly upon a sovereign act of 
Got], an act conditioned of course upoa a purpose of 
^teraatl and uficoadiliooail election. 
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The first passage that 1 notice which is supposed 
to affirm this doctrine is found in Jer. xiii. 23, 
" Can the Ethiopian chatige his skin," &c. This 
is adduced as affirming the absolute inability of 
all sinners to " cease to do evil, and learn to do 
well.'' In reply, 1 remark, 1. This passage, instead 
of being applicable to all sinners, is most undeni- 
ably applicable only to a part ; those " who are 
accustomed to do evil," that is, those who have be* 
come confirmed in the habit of sinning 2. Ihe 
inability affirmed of this particular class, whatever 
the nature of such im potency may be, is one which 
wholly results from long continuance in sin, aid 
consists exclusively in the power or tendency of 
habit thus acquired. 3. This form of inability, 
therefore, is to be totally denied of the mass of sin- 
ners, that is, of all those who have not become con- 
firmed in the habit of sin. 4. This passage, then, 
when rightly understood, teaches most plair^Iy and 
undeniably, the very doctrine which it is supposed 
to deny, to wit, the ability of the sinner to do what 
is good. If men have not the power to do right or 
wrong, they can ticver generate in themselves a ten- 
dency to do, or confirm themselves in the habit of 
doing the one in distinction from the other. If all 
mankind are alike in a state of total incapacity to do 
anything but sin, then it is the height of absurdity 
to speak of their disabling themselves from ceasing 
to sm, by being accustomed to sin. 5. Nothing is 
or can ba further from the design of inspiration in 
this passage, than to affirm that an absolute incapa- 
city to holiness is acquired even by the habit ot 
sinnii.g. The simple tiuih h^t^ va»jjj!\\.\^*^\^\ '^>fc 
smacr, by accusloirina; VumseX^ \o ivci^ \i^^<^^»ss» ^jsJs. 
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length so confirmed in the habit of sinning, that his 
reformation becomes hopeless. It is a most fatal 
perversion of llie passage to make any other use of 
it than as a warning against " accustoming ourselves 
to do evil." 

The passage which next claims our attention is 
John vi. 43. "No man can come to me, except 
the Father which hath sent me draw him : and I 
will raise him up at the last day." To be '* drawn" 
to Christ, in the sense of ihis passage, is, as we learn 
from the next verse, to be " taught of God." The 
doctrine announced is, that no man c?n attain to a 
saving knowledge of Chris*, unless he is taught of 
God. 1 hat which cuts the sinner off from the divine 
teaching under consideration, renders it impractica- 
ble for him to come to Christ. To indulge a cavil- 
ling spirit, instead of opening ihe heart to divine 
teachiuTT, accomplishes this fearful result. To warn 
his enemies agamst the indulgence of such a spirit, 
and thus to prevent theii cutting themselves off from 
divine teaching, is the exclusive object of Christ in 
this passage. The Jews had been cavilling at our 
Saviour's word, i" Murmur not among yourselves," 
He says, that is, I beseech you not to indulge this 
cavilling spirit. You will thereby wholly cut your- 
selves off from the divine teaching or drawing, with- 
out which no man can come to me. It is fully im- 
plied in our Saviour's words, that the sinner is able to 
avail himself of divine teaching, and he is simply 
warned against the act of suicide, by which, in the 
indulgence of a cavilling spirit, he would cut himself 
off from this infinite good. To draw the conclusion 
from (If is passage that the sinner cannot ccvise his 
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cavils and avail him^lf of divine teachmg to as to 
come to Christ, is to do that which has but one ten- 
dency, and that a most fatal one, to defeat the very 
end which Christ had in view in the utterance of 
this truth. His exclusive design was to present the 
strongest possible motive for the suppression in oar- 
selves of a captious cavilling spirit against the truth. 
To draw froQi such an announcement the doctrine of 
the total impotency of the sinner to all good, in 
other words, to tell him, when cavilling against the 
truth, that he cannot cease doing it, and yield him- 
self to divine teaching, is to reverse wholly our 
Saviour's benevolent intentions in all He said on 
that occasion. 

One other passage demands aitention ki this 
connection, Rom. viii. 8. " So ikk&a they that ore 
in the flesh cannot please God." The doctrine 
here taaght is so plain, that it is a matter of no 
little surprise, that any should have misappre- 
hended it, Paul is offering reasons why we should 
cease to live after the flesh, and, by the mortifltm- 
tion of the deeds of the body, become the heirs of 
etehial life. He has not oertainly been guilty of 
the strange folly of urging us to do this, by the 
pi'esentation of the eonsideration, that it is impos- 
sible for us to do it. The real idea presented by 
the Apostles is this. Gar saVvatien depends upon 
our pleasing God* Living after the flesh, is wholly 
incompatible with doing this. Pleasing God and 
minding the things of the flesh cannot co-exist in 
the heart. Therefore we should cease linng after 
the flesh. 

2» In still ano^er oksB ^ "^^fasAi^^ei) ^^i6?«^3vi\si^v 
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it is said, is. ascribed to God, in such a form and 
manner, as clearly to affirm the doctrince of eter- 
nal and unconditional election. Of this class, 
Ps. ex. 3, is often quoted, " Thy people shall be 
willing in the day of thy power, in the beauties of 
holiness from the womb of the morning : thou 
hast the dew of thy youth." The explanation 
which some give of the first clause is this. Sin- 
ners shall be converted at the time when God, by 
His own omnipotence, changes thsir nature, or 
constrains them to repent ; and, that, in confor- 
mity to His own eternal, and unconditional purpose 
of election. This construction is based upon a total 
misunderstanding of the whole passage, (it being 
utterly impossible to attach any merming whatever 
to the most of it,) and consequently not perceiv- 
ing the real connection of the first clause with 
what immediately follows. The true meaning of 
the passage according to the original Hebrew may- 
be thus expressed. Thy people, (those already- 
converted,) shall be volunteers, (literally voluntari- 
ness,) in the day of thy glorious war, in holy gar- 
ments, (or clad in the beauty of holiness.) More 
than the dew drops from the womb of the morning 
shall be thy youth ; the youth who shall arrange 
themselves under thy banners. Christ is presented 
to our contemplation under the figure of a glori- 
ous conqueror marching forth at the head of the 
sacramental host, for the spiritual conquest of the 
world. His people, that is, those who are then 
His real folFowers are to volunteer their services 
with the intensest ardour. 80 numerous are His 

^rJf-cQmecrated ho^t thea to be, th&t even the 
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young men about His standard will be more 
numerous than the dew drops from the womb of 
the morning. The passage^ then simply and ex- 
clusively, relates to the spirit with which the 
Church, in the progress of her future history, will 
be imbued, relatively to the salvation of the world, 
and has no relation whatever to the doctrine which 
it is adduced to prove, the nature of the divuie iu- 
fluence in the conversion of sinners. 

To the same purpose, Epli. ii. 1, is often cited, 
" And you hath he quickened, who were dead in 
trespasses and sins." From the fact that sinners 
are here said to be " dead in (on account of) tres- 
passes and sins,*' it is inferred, that they are totally 
disabled to all good, and can be rendered holy 
only by an act of divine sovereignty in couJormiiy 
to an eternal decree of election. Now, if we are 
to infer the sinner's absolute inabihtv to holiness, 
because he is said to be dead in sin, we should 
conclude that it is impossible for any real Chris- 
tian ever to sin again : for they are positively 
declared to be dead to sin. *-Ye are dead." 
Two important truths are plainly taught in this 
passage. 1. Sinners are dead, under condemna- 
tion to death, on account of their sins. 2. They 
are recovered from this state by the Spirit and 
Grace of Christ. But whether they are active or 
passive under this divine influence, nothing what- 
ever is here affirmed one way or the other. On 
this important pohit, full and distinct information 
is imparted to| us in other portions of the divine 
word. Sinners, as we there learn, pass from 
death unto life, by receiving by faitU t.l\^ v.v^i3o^ 



ptesfen terf to theit tehiAs bt the l^irft . * Ye have 
purified yotiTselves by obeyittc the tmth through 
the Spirit/' The Spirit qtitdiens the sinner by 
pre^entittg the truth to ms mind. The sinner 
purifies himself by obeying the truth, nr volun- 
tarily yifelding to thiB truth thus presented to his 
election. The quidcenitig is one in i^ieh divine 
And human activity voltmtarily tombine and har- 
monize. Any idea X)f cdnverisioh or -regeneration 
•which wduld separate these two Agencies in the 
change, " puts asunder what "God has joined to- 
gether," a fatal divorcement not unft-equently re- 
sultingft-om the folly of human spe<iulation. 

3. Tliere is oUe other chiss oi passages which 
are supposed, by sbme, to httve afundamenttil bear- 
ing in favour of the doctrine Under consideration, 
passages in vdiich it is affirmfed to be directly and 
immediately taught. Of thest, Rom. viii. "29 — 30, 
is reckoned as one of thfe most important : — ^* iPor 
whom he did fotelcnoW, he also didpredeistinate'ifo 
be conformed to the image of bis Son, that he 
might be the firstborn tLtn6ti'g many brethren. 
Moreover vrhcfm fe did predestinate, them he also 
called f and whom he called, them he also justi- 
fied , and whom he jus^tified, them he also glori- 
fied." In the preceding part (rf the chapter, the 
Apostle assures us, that « If wfe live after the flesh, 
we shall die; but if ive through the spirit do 
mortify the deeds df the body, We shall live." In 
the verse preceding the on^ above cited, we are 
told, as a reason for obeying sU'ch truths, of the 
blessedness of idl who obey and love God : " And 
ffv inair tiM nfi flliBga^otk tog^^^t fet ^ood to 
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them that love God, to them who are the called 
according to his purpose.'* The calling here re- 
ferred to, takes place in time, and is not at all 
from eternity". This we learn from verse 30. To 
be "called according to God's purpose," means 
to be invited to a participation of eternal life, in 
conformity to a pre-arrangement of divine grace. 
Tbis all will admit. The object of the Apostle, in 
verses 29, 30, is to give the reasons why all things 
sball work together for good to them that love 
God." This is evident from the particle ** for,'* 
with which these verses are introduced. Wliat a 
strange reason this would be to assign for the 
proof of such a fact, to wit, that all who have, 
iVom all eternity, been unconditionally elected will 
be saved. If you will not "live after the flesh, 
but through the spirit will mortify the deeds of 
the body," and continue to "love God," "all 
things shall work together for your good." What 
is the evidence of this fact ? Why this. All who 
were from all etermty unconditionally elected, 
shall be saved. Where is the connection between 
two such propositions as these. Paul certainly 
was never guilty, reasoning thus illogically. What 
then is his real meaning ? After saying that " All 
things work together for good to them that love 
God," he proceeds to present the reasons for the 
assurance of such a result in the experience of all 
such. The reasons are the following: — 1. All 
whom God foresaw would exercise this love. He 
predetermined, in consequence of foreseeing this 
virtue in them, to perfect their character into a 
perfect likeuess to the image of Cl\TOi» ^^ "^^Sss^ 
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repteSented, m the fulfilittftnt of this purpose, at 
giving them His Spirit, that they " with an open 
face beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, 
may be changed into the same image from glory 
to glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord." 

2. " All whom He thus predestinates. He also 
calls,'* (invites to a participation of life eternal.) 

3. All whom He calls He also justifies,'* (fully 
pardons all their iniquities), And all *' whom He thus 
pardons He glorifies" in Heaven at last. Stich is 
God's fixed arrangement in respect to all whom 
He foresees as loldng Him. We hare only " to 
keep ourselves in the love of God," and we shall 
become, with infallible certainty, the objects of 
this divine arrangement. What a motive thus to 
keep ourselves. We must bear in mind that the 
predestination referred to in this passage is based 
wholly and exdusively upon God's foreknowledge 
of what creatures, in a voluntary compliance with 
the influence of His own Spirit, will become. 
" Whom did he foreknow." Foreknow as what ? 
As actually loving Him. This is the exclusive 
subject of the Apostle's retftarks. " All things 
work togethei^ for good to them that love God.' ' 
Why ? Because that all whom God did foreknow 
as doing this, " He did predestinate.'* There is 
nothing whatever in the passage which has the 
most distant reference to an eternal unconditional 
election among sinners who do not love God at 
all, electitig some of these to salvation, and leaving 
the rest to perish in their sins. To put this don- 
structioti upon it annihilates wholly its power to 

accomplish the pdrpoiie lot trbxcb. «.Iqus it waa 



149 

wnttOT), nAmelVj to present an all-eonstraining 
motive for " keeping ourselves in the love of 
God/' 

Eph. i. 4, 5, is another passage most conil- 
(Icutiy relied upon to sustain this doctrine. ** Ac- 
cording as he hath chosen us in him before the 
ibumlatiou of the world, that we shouUl be holv 
aud without blame before him in love. Ilaviug 
jjredestinated us unto the adoption of children by 
Jesus Christ to himself, according to the good 
]ileasure of his will." The phrase ♦'chosen us in 
liini," admits of two constructions ; to v-it, chosen 
us to hs in Him, or chosen us who are in Ilim. 
TJiere can be no reasonable doubt that tbe latter 
is the true rendering. Were the former one the 
correct explanation, the words ** to be," wliich, in 
the original, appears before tbe words "holy and 
without blame," would stand before the phrase 
*• in Him." The meaning of the passage, then, 
ii this. According as He hath chosen us, who are 
ill Christ, that is, true believers, aud chosen us to 
l)e, or chosen that we should be, '- ho?y apd without 
blame before? Him in love." Having predestinated 
us unto the adoption of children, or predetermuied 
to adopt us as children, &c. Now for God, before 
the foundation of the world to choose, that all who 
truly believe in Christ should be and without 
hlame before him in love, and for Him to prede- 
determine the adoption of all suqh as His chil- 
dren, is one thing ; for Him, from all eternity, to 
elect, unconditionnlly, a certain portion of sinners 
to life eternal, and to determine to leave the re- 
maiuder to perish in thqir aijy^« x^V^'^V^^^Viis:^ 
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just as well have saved one part as another, 
and the whole as a part, had He seen it best so to 
do, is quite another thing. With this latter doc- 
trine the passage under consideration has no con- 
nection whatever, unless it be that of opposition. 
The exclusive object of the Apostle is. to reveal to 
Christians God's purposes and arrangements of holy 
love, grace, and mercy towards them, as believers 
ill Christ, and because of their relation to Him as 
sinners saved by grace through Him. No greater 
perversion can possibly be made of the passage 
than to use it in support of the doctrine of eter- 
nal and unconditional election and reprobation. 

The meaning of verse 1 1, of this same chapter, 
now becomes plain, " In whom also we have ob- 
tained an inheritance, being predestinated accord- 
ing to the purpose of him who worketh all things 
after the counsel of his own will :" The predes- 
tination, here referred to, is a predestination of 
believers, as such, to the inheritance of life eternal, 
and that, in consequence of their forseen acceptance 
of mercy. Nothing is said, or intimated, of a pre- 
destination of a portion of sinners tb conversion, 
and consequent salvation, while the rest, in the 
fulfilment of an eternal decree, are left to perish in 
sin. The ** working of all things after the counsel 
of his own will," refers to the certainty of God's 
carrying into accomplishment all his predetermined 
arrangements, in respect to believers. It is very 
singufar, that high Calvinists cite this passr ge in 
proof of a proposition strictly universal, to wit, that 
God brings to pass allevents according to Hiseternal 
decreea, and that tbe^ then deuy ydiat U aec^« 
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snrily implied in their own construction, to wit, 
that God is the efficient cause of sin. 

Acts xiii. 48, "And as many as were ordained 
to eternal life believed." The original word, here 
rendered ** ordained," is a military term, and re- 
fers to an army's taking rank, or voluntarily 
arranging themselves, in obedience to the order of 
their commander. The Apostle is represented, in the 
context, as giving the word of command to sinners, 
to arrange themselves for eternal life, by believing 
in Christ. We are here told, that as many, as in 
obedience to that order, were voluntarily arranged 
for eternal life, believed in Christ. This, I have 
no doubt, from the laws of language, is, and must 
be the meanhig of this passage. An eternal and 
unconditional election, is not, in the most distinct, 
form, rcfered to. 

Matthew xxiv. 40, 41, "The one shall be taken 
and the other left." This passage simply asserts 
that, at the destruction of Jerusalem, one, in con- 
sequence of disregarding Christ's admonitions, 
would fall into the hands of the enemy, and the 
other, in consequence of heeding these admonitions, 
and " fleeing to the mountains," as directed, would 
escape. No reference, whatever, to final salvation, 
is had, in the passage. 

The only additional passage which requires notice 
is, 2 Thes. ii. 13, **But we are bound to give 
thanks alway to God for you, brethren, beloved of 
the Lord, because God hath from the beginning 
chosen you to salvation through sanctification of 
the Spirit and belief of the truth :" One of the 
meanings yeiy uommonly attftidki^'lVi ^^5^^ Wi^ss^ 
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Word, here rendered ** through," is "oil account 
of, in consequence of." I wiU give a few examples. 
1 Cor. xi. 2, " How in this, (on account of this) 
that I declare unto you, I praise you not.'' Acts 
vii. 29, "Then fled Moses at (on account of) this 
saying," the original term, here rendered "at," 
heing the same as the one rendered through^ in the 
]»assfige under consideration. Mark ix. 41, " For 
whosoever shall give you a cup of water to drink 
in (on account of) my name, because ye belong to 
Christ." I might cite many more passages to the 
same purpose ; but these are abundantly sufficient. 
That the term rendered through^ in this passage, 
should be understood, in the sense of "on account 
of, or, in consequence of," is perfectly manifest 
from the context. The Apostle, in the preceding 
part of the chapter, is speaking of the fearful judg- 
ments, which are to come upon incorrigible sinners, 
on account of their rejection of the truth. He 
then turns to the Christians of Thessalonica, to 
commend them for their faith. They, instead of 
imitating the example of wicked men, had obeyed 
the truth, through the Spirit, that is, had received, 
instead of rejecting, as incorrigible sinners do, the 
truth presented by the Spirit to their election. 
nonce he says, " But," that is, we have something 
of a far diiferent nature to say of you, " we are 
bound to give thanks always to Gk)d for you, bre- 
thren, beloved of the Lord, because God hath from 
the beginning chosen you unto salvation, through 
(on account of) the sanctiilcation of the Spirit, 
and belief of the truth," that is, because you have 
beeu MAQcti&ei by the Spiiiti by t^mving by faiih 
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the truth which he has commended io your re- 
ception. For God from the heginniog, to deter- 
mine to save all such as thus believe the truth, 
presented to their minds by His own Spirit^ is 
quite another doctrine from that of an eternal un- 
conditional election of a portion of sinners to life, 
while all might have been elected just as well, had 
God judged it wise so to do. The simple and ex- 
clusive object of the Apostle, in this passage, is 
this. 1. To commend believers for their faith, 
and to impress them with a conviction of its in- 
finite value, and preciousness in the sight of God. 
2. As a means to this end, to remind them of 
God's gracious purpose in respect to them. His 
purpose not to destroy them with the wicked, 
but to bestow upon them life eternal. Nothing is, 
or can be, more foreign from his purpose, than, 
the idea of thanking God, that, a portion of the 
race have been eternally and unconditionally elected 
to hfe, while the remainder are passed by, and left 
to perish in their sins. A more perverted con- 
struction cannot possibly be put upou a passage, 
than is put upon this, by turning it from its true 
original design, and making it teach such a soul 
chilling doctrine. With two brief reflections I 
conclude this discourse. 

1 . We have, in the progress of our remarks, a 
very striking illustration of the tendency of a false 
theory, when once assumed as true, in blinding 
the mind to the real meaning of the Scriptures, 
and in preventing its even discerning their ineffible 
beauties, as well as in neutralizing the sanctifying 
power of their divine teachings u^^oil <k^ W^^iss^.^ 
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All the passages which we have been considering, 
how long has their divine signification been thrown 
into a deep and dark eclipse, in consequence of 
their assumed relation to the doctrine of eternal 
and unconditional election and reprobation. How 
have their intrinsic beauties been veiled and their 
otherwise sanctifying power become neutralized, 
by this means. Never will that " dearest of books" 
the precious Bible, be to the world of mind, what 
the sun is to the physical universe, until its divine 
teachings are emancipated from the perversions of 
false systems of theology. 

2. The aspect of the portions of scripture which 
have been supposed to teach the doctrine of eternal 
and unconditional election and reprobation, when 
seen in their true relations to the mind, and of the 
design of the spirit in recording them, as con- 
trasted with their appearance, in their assumed 
relations to the doctrina under consideration, next 
claims our attention. When contemplated in their 
true light, they have a divine and ineffible beauty, 
and a most benign and sanctifying power. They 
breath nothing but love, infinite as the love of 
God. They seem, and truly seem to come warm 
from His infinite heart. The high Calvanist con- 
struction, on the other hand^ throws them into the 
regions of eternal frost, and leaves in them one 
tendency and only one, a tendency to chill the 
soul and freeze up the fountain of life and love 
within it. What real virtue actual or conceivable 
has the dogma of eternal and unconditional elec- 
tion and reprobation, the doctrine which makes 
the immortal destiny of moxal beings turn whoUyj 
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not upon their own voluntary choice of life or 
death, but upon'au eternal all-necessitating decree, 
what real virtue has such a doctrine a tendency to 
develop in the human heart ? Upon the sinner, 
it can have no tendency, but to palsy his powers 
into a fatal inaction, when he ought to be running 
for his life from the gates of death, or to cover his 
mind with the impenetrable gloom of despair. 
Upon the Christian it tends only to chill his sen- 
sibilities, pervert his ideas of a true moral govern- 
ment, and darken his apprehensions of God's judg- 
ments, as true and righteous altogether." In the 
minds of all, alike, it tends only to render God « 
an object of mere trembling awe, and terror, in- 
stead of filial fear, and reverence, adoptive trust, 
and confidence, and holy love. 






LECTURE VI. 

THE spirit's influences, 

Z?cli. iv. C — " Not by might, nor by power, but 
by my Spirit, saith the God ot* Hosts." 

Every system of religion truly evangelical ascribes 
»the conversion of sinners to the Spirit of God, and 
maintains, throughout, . the doctrine of salvation by 
grace. A difference of opinion obtains, only in re- 
spect to the mode of tlie Spirit's operations, and the 
relationi of creatures to such operations. In the pre- 
sent discourse I propose to examine tlie various 
theories held by evangelical christians on this sub- 
ject, theories all of which, as far as my knowledge 
extends, may be included in the following enumera- 
tion. 

I. The first that I notice maintains the following 
proportions in respect to mankind as sinners. 

1, All mankind commence their moral agency, in 
consequence of the fall of our first parents in a state 
of total inability to do any thing good, or to avoid 
the acts of sin which they do, in fact, perpetrate, 

2, In the redemption of Christ, provisions are 
made for a part of the race only, those whom God, 
from eternity, unconditionally elected to eternal life. 

3, The influences of the Holy Spirit are exclu- 
s/yelj^ confined to the elect^ wid Hv^ xuftueuces in 
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respect to them is, in all cases, absolutely irresis- 
tible. 

II. The second theory affirms the doctrine of 
total inability, and of the exclusive influence of the 
Spirit granted to the elect only ; but asserts a general 
atonement for the sins of the race. 

III. The third denies wholly the doctrine of in- 
ability, affirms the universality of the atonement, but 
contines the influences of the Spirit exclusively to 
the elect. 

IV. The fourth agrees in all respects with that last 
named, with this exception : it affirms, that what are 
called the common influences of the Spirit, those 
from which conversion never does and never will 
result, are given to all, while his converting influ- 
ces, those which, if imparted to all, would infallibly 
secure iheir conversion, are confined exclusively to 
the elect. 

V. The fifth agrees with the two last named, in re- 
spect to the doctrines of ability and universal atone- 
ment, but denies that the Spirit now operates at all 
upon tfie human mind either directly or through the 
truth. It confines the Spirit to the work of giving 
man a revelation, and then leaves him, in the exer- 
cise of his own free agency, to determine his own 
destiny, by a voluntary acceptance or rejection of the 
truth ih'.is revealed. 

VI. The sixth and last theory that we are to con- 
sider, affirms the doctrines of man's freedom to good 
as well as evil, and of a universal atonement, denies 
tho dis'.inction between the common and converting 
inlliences of the Spirit, affirms that the Spirit is as 

uni\prsil in H s influeqce» as tl\Q aiQ\y.t\s\^\\v. ^\j^'^«»» 
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provisions, and maintains tliat mankind are saved or 
lost only as they yield to, or reject the truths pre- 
sented to their minds through the Word and Spirit 
of God. I shall coi.sider these difiercnt theories in 
the order in which they are here presented. 

1 . In discussing the theory first named, I shall 
say nothing about the question, whether the in- 
fluences of the Spirit are confined escliisivcly to 
the elect ? but shall reserve what I have to say 
upon this point till we advance to a consideration 
of the one next in order. As preparatory to a 
consideration of the elements of this theory, the 
following preliminary observations are deemed 
worthy of very special attention. 

1. This inability of the siuuer to all that is 
good, attaches to him by no fault of his ; inas- 
much as it exists wholly independent of his per- 
sonal agency. lie had no more agency in its pro* 
duction than he had in the creation of the world. 
Grant, if you please, that it exists as the result of 
the Fall. With that event, we, whose existence 
commenced some six thousand years subseqiient to 
its occurrence, had no more to do than with the 
murder of Abel. Any results following to us, from 
either of these events, and following wholly inde- 
pendent of our knowledge, choice, or agency, we 
certainly, whoever else may be, are not responsible 
for. If, then, we are by nature wholly disabled 
to all good, on the one hand, and to the avoidance 
of sin on the other, we are thus disabled, by no 
fault of ours. 

2. This inability exists, if it exists at all, as the 
f^ult of the ali-uecessitating decree and agency of 
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God. What Is it that has established the law of 
descent, so that, of necessity, the nature of the child 
is as that of the parent ? The decree and agency of 
God . Whatever results from the nece ?sary action 
of that law, results as the necessitated effect of the 
decree ami agency of God. In 1 Cor. xiii. 37 — 38, 
we are informed that this is true of all the results of 
the law of generation in the vegetable creation. 
As God established and upholds this law, so He 
claims to be the author of all the results of the 
action of this law. " And that which thou sowest, 
thou sowest not that body that shall be, but bare 
grain, it may chance of wheat, or of some other 
grain. But God giveth it a body as it hath 
pleased him, and to every seed his own body." If 
this be true of the law of vegetable production, it 
must be equally true of the law of generation 
among God's rational offspring. If the connection 
between the parent and the child is such, that the 
nature of the latter must be as that of the former, 
God established and upholds, by his own omnipo- 
tence, this connection, and is the author of the 
nature of the child, whatever it may be, whether 
it be sinful or holy, in the same sense, and for the 
same identical reason that " He giveth to every 
seed its own body," in the vegetable world. No 
reasoning or sophistry can avoid this conclusion. 
If then, we commence our being with a sinful 
nature, which absolutely disables us to all good, 
and renders it impossible for us to avoid sinning, 
God is the author of this nature, for the same re- 
son, and in the same sense, that He is of the nature 
of plants. If Adam had a siafol w^tA^^^ ^& ^^s^ 



160 

pure result of his own act, it is God that so con- 
nects us with him, that a sinful uature in us cannot 
hat result from it. God who established and now 
upholds the connection, is the sole author of all 
the results of that connection, Adam sinned to 
he sure. But he had nothing to do with establish- 
ing and upholding the connection between him and 
his offspring. This, with all its results, God 
established, aud He alone. Of the connection it- 
self, then, and its results, He alone is the author. 
If a sinful nature iu us, is one of these results, 
God, and God alone, is the author of that nature. 
3. It follows, as a necessary result of the pro- 
position above established, that no one of the sous 
of Adam can perish, without being condemned 
to the endurance of eternal suffering, for doing 
what, and for nothing else but what, God, by His 
own decree aud agency, rendered it impossible for 
him not to do. The whole procedure of the 
divine administration rests upon this one pruiciple^ 
that of making creatures responsible for the un- 
avoidable results of God's own decree and agency. 
Saints are taken to lieaven, and sinners doomed to 
eternal death, for no other reason than this, being 
and doing what, and only what God Himself 
rendered it impossible for them not to be and do. 
We may safely challenge the world to show, that 
these conclusions do not, from the laws of irrever- 
sible necessity, result from the fundamental ele- 
ments of the theory now under consideration. I 
might safely leave the subject right l>ere ; for who 
can believe, that God's eternal government rests 
vpon such principles as Ibtse^ I now advance. 
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however, to a consideration of some additional 
objections, which Ue against the two essential ele- 
ments of this theory — the doctrine inability — and 
of a limited atonement. 

1, According to this theory, God has made a 
formal proposition to all the non-elect, that if they 
will perform an impossibility. He will perpetuate 
an act of injustice. That God has in the most 
formal and positive manner, pledged Himself to all 
dinners, the non-elect among the rest, that if they 
will repent, He will forgive them their sins ; no 
one will deny. *' Let the wicked," (that is any 
wicked man on earth,) forsake his way, and the 
unrighteous man (any unrighteous man whether 
he be elect or non-elect) his thoughts, and let 
him return unto the Lord, and He will have mercy 
upon him, and to our God, for He will abundantly 

pardon." " Come now, and let us 

reason together, saith the Lord : though your sins 
be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; 
though they be red like crimson, they shall be as 
wool." This was said to individuals who in fact 
never did repent, that is, to some of the non-elect. 
Now, while God thus promises to all sinners, that 
He will forgive them, if they will repent, we are 
positively taught, Rom. iii. 29, that it would be 
unjust in God to forgive sin without an atonement. 
As, therefore, the sins of the non-elect, according 
to this theory, have never been atoned for, it would 
be unjust in God, to forgive them, even if they 
did repent. What then is the proposition which 
God, in the most solemn and formal manner, has 
loade to sinners^ as fiur as tko AQivdQ<:it, ^^ ^\^ 
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cerned ? It is this. If you will repent, that is, 
perform, what is to you, an absolute impossibility, 
I, on my part, though no atonement is made for 
you, will forgive you most graciously, and abun- 
dantly pardon you, that is, perpetrate an act of 
injustice. Such is the attitude in which this 
theory places God before the unirerse. Can such 
a theory be true ? What higher evidence can we 
have that God has made provisions for the pardon 
of all men, than the fact, that He has positively 
promised to forgive all men, if they will repent. 

2. The entire procedure of the divine admini- 
stration, according to this theory, rests upon a 
principle which, from the fixed and changeless 
laws of our mental constitution, laws which God 
has Himself established, we cannot but affirn to 
be wrong. Suppose a thing has become to me, 
and that from no fault of mine, an impossibility. 
Is it possible for us to conceive, with the minds 
that God has given us^ that I can be under obli- 
gation to perform, and justly condemned to the 
endurance of eternal vengeance, for not performing 
that impossible thing ? According to the theory 
under consideration, all the non-elect, by no I'ault 
of theirs, upon whomsoever the responsibility may 
rest, are possessed of a nature, and are placed in 
circumstances which render it to them an absolute 
^impossibility to do right, on the one hand, or not 
to do wrong, on the other. How can we conceive 
that they, on this supposition, can be under obli- 
gation to avoid the one and perform the other, 
and that they can be justly doomed to eternal 

^gonjr fox the non-performaa^ q{ tli««e imitonsibi^ 
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ties ? God must reverse all the laws of our mental 
being, before He cau bring liis intelligent offspriug 
to acquiesce in such principles of administration. 

3. According to this theory, the entire moral 
government of God rests upon principles which all 
the world unite in denouncing as not only in them- 
selves wrong, but the perfection of tyranny and 
injustice^ when adopted bv any other being hut 
God. Nero, for example, issued edicts^ but 
posted them where his subjects could not possibly 
read them, and then inflicted the severest penal- 
ties upon them for not obe)^ing them. What has 
been the verdict of the universe upon him for the 
adoption of such principles of administration? 
And upon what grounds has that verdict rested ? 
Upon this one exclusively ; that it is and must bo 
wrong to require creatures to perform what is, and 
has to them, without any faiiit of theirs, become 
an impossibiUty. .When men pronounce such 
judgments^ they all unite in condemning the priu" 
ciple under consideration, as in itself vfroug. Does 

•the entire moral government of God rest upon 
si^ch a principle, and no other ? It does, accord- 
ing to this theory. What must we think of the 
theory itself? 

4. According to this theory, the non-elect are 
to be subject to sufferings infinitely aggravated, ft)r 
rejecting offered mercy, when it was absolutely 
impossible for them, and God himself, as we have 
seen, had rendered it so, when it was absolutely 
impossible for them, I say, to accept the o£Per, 
and when they could not have been saved, had they 
dPftP Wi Tbat th^ doom of %\u\^^\'ii^^&^^\sp^^ 
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iy nggravated, on account of their having re- 

ed the offer of mercy through Christ, lies upon 

Tcry surface of the Bible, and is a fact univer- 

iy admitted. But this offer the non^elect have, 

cording to this theory, no power to comply 

ith ; and, as no provisions for pardon exist, so 

s as they are concenled, they could not be for- 

iven, if they should accept the offer. And yet 

heir doom is to be eternally aggravated, for 

•* rejecting this great sahation." "What do you 

think, hearer, of such a theory as that ? Does it 

accord with what we cannot but know must be 

true of ** the glorious gospel of the blessed 

God?" 

,5. The principles of this theory are opposed to 
the plainest and most obvious teaching of inspira* 
tion in respect to the extent of the atonement of 
Christ. What is the meaning of such declarations 
of these, pertaining to the design of the death and 
atonement of Christ T ** And as Moses Ufted up 
the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the 
Son of man be lifted us ; that whosoever believeth 
in him should not perish, but have eternal life. 
For God so loved the world, that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life. For 
God sent not his Son into the world to condemn 
the world ; but that the world through him might 
be saved." Nothing is said here about the elect 
in distinction irom others. It is the world for 
whom Christ is here represented as making an 
atonement, and as coming to save. The object o 
His atonement is not that ceitam individuals o 
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the race miglit be saved ; but that ''whosoever 
believeth in Him might not perish, but hare ever- 
lasting life,*' Such again, 1 John ii. 2, " And 
he is the propitiation for our sins : and not for 
cur's only, but also for the sins of the whole 
world." The term *'our" here undeniably refers 
•to believers. What, then, is meant by the words 
** the whole world ?" Let us now read the first 
six verses of I Tim. ii. : — 

" I exhort, therefore, that, first of all, supplica- 
tions, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks 
be made for all men : for kings, and for all that 
are in authori<y ; that we may lead a quiet and 
peaceable life in all godliness and honesty. For 
this IS good and acceptable in the sight of God 
our Saviour ; who will have all men to be saved, 
and to come unto the knowledge ot the truth. For 
there is one God, and one mediator between God 
and men, the man Christ Jesus ; who gave him- 
self a ransom for all, to be testified in due 
time.'* In this whole passage the Apostle 
makes no reference to the elect whatever. He is 
speaking of mankind indiscriminately. What, 
then, is His meaning, when he says, that " Christ 
gave Himself a ransom for all? No unprejudiced 
mind can mistake the meaning of the term **air' 
in this connection. It must refer to every indivi- 
dual of the race. I forbear, further citations, 
only adding, that if the Bible does not teach the 
doctrine ot an unlimited atonement, it is one of 
the most unmeaning books that ever was written ; 
and no doctrine whatever can be safely rested upon 
its teachings. 
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6. Equally opposed is the doctrine of the sin- 
ner's inability to what is good, to the positive 
teachings of the Bible. The opposite doctrine is 
involved in the very words of the divine law itself. 
I will cite but a single passage in proof of this pro- 
position, Luke X. 25 — 28 : — " And, behold, a cer- 
tnin lawyer stood up, and tempted him, sayinpr, 
IMaster, what shall I do to inherit eternal life > 
He said unto him. What is written in the law T 
how readest thou ? And he answering said, Thou 
slialt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and 
with all thy soul, and \iith all thy strength, and 
vith all thy mind ; and thy neighbour as thyself. 
And he said unto him, Thou hast answered right : 
this do, and thou shalt live." All that God re- 
quires of creatures, as we are told elsewhere, is 
" comprehended in one word — love." " Love is 
the fulfilHng of the law." In the passage above 
cited, we are most positively tfught, that the 
extent of the demands of this Law is limited by 
the power or ability of the creature." With afl 
thy strength^* that is, with all the ability you ac^ 
tnally possess, and with no more, and no less. A 
theory that thus stands opposed to all theaflfirma- 
tions of reason and revelation alike, pertaining to 
the subject, we certainly run no risk in departing 
from the truth when we reject it. 

IL We will now consider the second theory 
named above, the theory which rgrees witli the on«f5 
we have just considered, excepting in one particular, 
tlie extent of the atonement. It affirms a fni versa 
Btouement fqr the lace, but denies its tmi versa 
svailableneas to all men, and \\ial ioi V^Qt^aons- 
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the sinner*s absolute inability, in himself, to accept 
of the provisions of grace, in the first instance, and 
because the Spirit is totally withheld from the non- 
elect in the next. On this theory I remark, 

1. It is in itself most palpably self-contradictory. 
Provisions of which we cannot possibly avail our- 
selves are, in fact, no provisions at all ; and it is a 
contradiction in terms to call them so.. They are 
nothing but a solemn mockery of our misery. Sup- 
pose, to take a borrowed illustration, that govern- 
ment requires a man to run a train of cars from 
London to Liverpool ; it lays down a most perfect 
track, provides the train, and the engine, and fur- 
nishes the requisite fuel and water, but withholds 
the fire requisite to light the fuel and heat the water, 
that the train may be put in motion, and that while 
it is absolutely impossible for the subject to get the 
fire elsewhere, or to run the train without it. Has 
govern menlt made provisions for running the 
train from London to Liverpool ? So if God has 
provided ihe means of pardon, but withheld His 
Spirit, without whose aid it is impossible for us to 
avail ourselves of such provisions, they are in fact uo 
]>rovisions for us, and it is a contradiction in terms 
to call them such. 

2. The provisions of grace and offers of mercy, 
arc, according to this theory, no acts of kindness to 
the iion-tlect ; but an infinite calamity to them, and 
that from no fault of theirs. Is it kind to offer a 
remedy to an individual, when it is impossible for 
him not to reject it, and when his misery must be 
eternally aggravated by the offer itself? According 
to this theory^ God, ia the first instance^ b^ esub- 
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lishtng and upholding the laws of natural generation, 
imparts to the non-elect a nature which renders it 
impossible for them ncit to sin. In the next place, 
He makes an atonemenl for their sins. He tlien 
presents the offer of life totheni, under circumstances 
which render it absolutely impossible for ihem not 
lo reject the offer. He then, to all eternity, renders 
their doom infinitely aggravated, because they have 
done that which by no possibility they could avoid, 
to \f it, rejected offered mercy. Where is the love 
or kindness in presenting such an offer to creatures 
placed, without their own election in such circum* 
stances ? What an infinite calamity instead of kind- 
ness is the death of Christ to all such ? Is this 
** the o;lorious Gospel of the blessed God ?*' 

3, This theory contradicts the positive teachings 
of the scriptures in respect to the extent of tlie 
♦^ipirirs influences, If the Holy Spirit is never, as 
this theory asserts, given to any but the elect, then 
none of our race ever did, or ever can " resist the 
Holy Ghost." The non-elect cannot do it, because 
He never strives with them. The elect cannot do it, 
because He operates upon them irresistibly. Such 
are the teachings of this theory on this subject. 
!Now christians are lequired and exhorted not to 
grieve and quench the Holy Spirit. This implies 
ihat His influence, even in their case, may be resisted^ 
Sinners also who never repented were charged with 
•* resisting the Holy Ghost." " Ye do always 
resist the Holy Ghost. As .your fathers did, so do 
ye.'* How strange that in the p:eseiK» of such 
decjarations, a theory of divine influence shoukl be 
framed which confines tlie'S^tit^s it^uences to ihose 
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who are truly converted. When will christians let 
the Bible teach them theology, instead of first fram- 
ing a syf.tem of theology, and then warping and 
perverting the word of God, to make it accord with 
such a system ? What pupil of the Holy Spirit would 
ever gather from what lie meets with on the sacred 
page, that God's Spirit is partial in His influence ? 
But does not " the wind blow where it listeih," 
and is it not paid that " so is every one that is born 
of the Spirit?" Truly the wind thus blovveih. 13ut 
is it partial in its influence ? Does it not, when it 
blows, strike all alike? '* So is every one that is 
bom of the Spirit." The last idea that such a repre- 
sentation is adapted to convey is this, that the be- 
liever is converted by an influence given to him and 
withheld from others. Precisely the opposite truth 
is conveyed by these words. The object of the 
Saviour was to teach Nicodemus, that the sinner is 
converted by an invisible internal influence operat- 
ing upon the heart, in opposition to the Jewish 
notion of a birth to life eternal by natural generation, 
or some outward arranejcment depending upon the 
will of mail. But nothing is further from His design 
than to teach that this influence is partial, or limited 
in its operations. The illustration used is alapled 
only to the expreesion of the opposite idea. 

HI. The theory which next claims our attention 
differs from the one last named only in respect to the 
doctrine of inability. It asserts the ability, or free 
agency of man, maintains the doctrine of universi*! 
atonement, but limits the influences of the Spirit to 
the elect. The folbwing are all the consider it ior>s 
deemed requisite to urge against such a tbea^^ -^ 
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ibis, considerations bearing exclusively upon tb 
one single point, the principle that the Spirit' 
influences are limited to the elect. 

1 . This theory has no authority whatever in a sin 
gle passaTje of the Bible. Where, within the lists c 
the word of God, is there a single passage that as 
serts, or intimates, or says any thing that implies 
that the influences of the Spirit are given to a pai 
of the race, and with-held from the rest ? No one 
I am confident, will presume to attempt to prov 
such a dogma, fiom any of the positive teachings o 
inspiration on the subject. How little fundamenta 
reference is there to the Bible, in the formation o 
systems of theology. 

2. It is as unreasonable in itself, and as contrar 
to our ideas of the infinite, universal, and impartia 
love of God, to suppose that the atonement is limited 
as it is to suppose that God's Spirit is partial in Hi 
influences. From what element of the divine character 
from what principle of His eternal government, or 
from what aspect of the great atonement, can sucl 
an idea be discovered ? 

3. The idea of a universal atonement, through the 
second ])erson of the Trinity, is wholly repugnant ir 
itself, to that of a limited divine influence, to accom- 
plish the ends of that atonement, through t!ie thirc 
person. Why should the love of God to the work 
be less univerial and impartial, as> manifested through 
the mission of the third, than through that of the 
second person of the Trinity ? Nothing, but the 
exigencies of a false theory, can place the mission o 
the Spirit in such unnatural and repulsive relation) 

/o that of the SoR of God. 
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4. The sRtne mode of reasoning by which we 
could derive, from the scriptures, the doctrine of 
partiahsm, as far as the Spirit is concerned, would 
be equally conclusive against a general atonement. 
This statement is self-evident and needs no further 
elucidation. 

5. This theory, as we have already seen, is con- 
tradicted by the positive teachings of the Holy Scrip- 
tures. If the Bible teaches any thing, it teaches ine 
great truth, that sinners perish, not because they 
never had the Spirit, but, because " they do always 
resist the Holy Ghost." 

6. But 1 have yet another objection, if possible, 
of -till greater weight against this theory. That God 
sincerely desires that all men should iiccept the ofi'er 
of mercy through Christ, the Bible most abundantly 
teaches, and all the advocates of this theory admit, 
if He vvitholds His Spirit from all who are not finally 
saved, then His sincere desire is, that they, without 
the Spirit, should accept of mercy and be saved. 
Go<l then sincerely desires, that a part of mankind 
should enter heaven, through the united agency of 
all the persons of the Trinity, and a pait share this 
same blessedness, through the agency of but two of 
them. Where is the reason for such a desire as 
that, and what must we think of a theory that places 
the infiijte God in such a relation as that to His 
creatures ? 

IV. The fourth theory that we ere to con- 
sider agrees in all respects with the one last nauied, 
with this exception. It affirms that what are 
called the common influences of the Spirit, those 
from which conversion never do^«v ^x^d xn&h'k^ NfcivV 
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result, are given to all ; while his converting influ- 
ces, those which, if imparted to all, would infaliibly 
secure iheir conversion, are confined exclusively to 
the elec:. Now against this theory 1 urge the foUow- 
ins, to me, unanswerable objections. 

1, 'I'he distinction under consideration, has no 
authority from the Bible. Where does the Bible 
speak of the common non-converting^ and of 
the special ccnvcriniq influences of the Spirit ? 
Where does it intimate that those influences which 
the ii.corrigible sinner resists to his own destruction, 
are not the same as those to which the believers yields, 
when he is converted ? We shall search in vain 
among all the teachmgs of God's Spirit in ilis word, 
for the distinction nnder consideration. 

2. I'his distinction is n:ade in opposition to the 
most plain and positive teachings of the Bible. 1 
will adduce a single passage in proof of this pro- 
position. I refer to Isiah v. I — 5, *' Now will 1 sing 
to my well beloved a song of my beloved" &c. 

Three imjjortant facts pertaining to this affecting 
parable demand cur special attention. (1.) There- 
presentation is, that all, that is ever done for vine- 
yards, which actually bring forth good fruit, had been 
done for this yard. (2.) Under the very circum- 
stances, and influences, under which one viueyard 
bears good fruit, this brought forth wild grapes. (3.) 
Under these identical circumstances and influences, 
the prospect of its bearing good fruit, became hopeless. 

This parable is used for the avowed purpose of 

illustrating and exemplifying God's dealings with 

-sinners who continue incorrigible under. all his 

efforts for their salvation, aud finally perish ia 
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their sins. In the presence of the perishing sin- 
ner, God put the question. What could I have 
done to prevent his death, which I have n(»t done? 
Wliere would there be any propriety in such a 
question, if a divine and all converting influence 
granted to others, had been withheld from him, and 
he had been subject to those influences only from 
which conversion never does and never will result ? 

3. All the representations of the Bible pertain- 
ing to the reasons, for the salvation of believers, 
on the one hand, and for the destruction of the 
finally incorrigible, on the other, are wholly in- 
compatible with the distinction under coTisidera- 
tion. The sinner is represented as ])erishing for 
rejecting the identical Saviour which the Chris.ian 
is saved for believing in, and lor resisting the same 
spirit to whose divhie influence the believer yields 
in conversion. The Saviour and the Spirit both 
have their mission in the world. The destiny of 
men turns upon their voluntary reception or rejec- 
tion of each alike in the fulfilment of His mission. 

4. The common influences of the Spirit given 
to men, while the special converting ones are with- 
held, are nothing but an infinite calamity to the 
sinner, and can have been given but to aggravate 
his doom. They answer no other purpose, and 
cannot be given for the purpose of seeming the 
salvation of him who is subject to them. For 
what purpose then can they be given, but to an- 
swer the end they do answer, to aggravate the doom 
of the sinner? 

5. All that the Bible says of the divine forbear- 
ance is in opposition to this theory • 'Vl^v^ ^^^» 
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bearaoce is affirmed to be exerciaed for one spei 
purpose, the actual cooTersioa and salvatioD 
inea. Does God cohtiuue men subject to iafluen 
under wliicb do man ever did, or ever will repe 
aud that for the sincere purpose of aecuriog tfa 
repentance under those iafiuences? I caunM 
lieve that such is the character of God's diapen 
tioDs towards Uta rational offspring. God ne 
acts for the avowed purpoae of realiiing a gi< 
end, and acta, in the exclusive use of means whi 
in no solitary inslsnce, results in securing that ei 
V. We come now to a consideration of the thei 
next in »rder, that which agrees with the one I 
mentioned in respect to the doctrines of abilj 
and universal atonement ; but denies that i 
Spirit now operates at all upon the human mil 
cither directly, or through the truth, the thei 
which confines the office of the Spirit to the wi 
oi giving a revelation to tana, aud affirms that 
is then left, in the exercise of his own free agen 
to determine his own destiny, by a voluntary reo 
tiou or rtjection of the truth thus revealed, 
regard to this theory, I remark — 

1. It confines the Spirit's influencei to iospii 
teachers i whereas the Scriptures represent B 
as giveu to the entire CAvrch. All alike 
commanded to be filled with the Spirit. Eph. v, 

2. This theory contradicts the express langui 
of our Saviour, when He gsve the jiromise of i 
Spirit. The Spirit was not to come iota the wo 
aud perform a certain work, and tlien leave I 
world, as Christ Himself was to do, hut was 

ff^iiie iRfA His people Jvr ever, jokvuvr ^, 
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3. The Spirit is represested as given to be- 
lievers after they have understood and received 
the "word of truth,'* and given as the seal, or 
divine token of their adoption, and as an earnest 
or foretaste of there future inheritance. '* £ph. i. 
13 — 14, **In whom ye also tnuted^*' &c. 

4. God is represented as dwelling in, and as 
communing with his people through the Spirit, 
a truth wholly inconsistent with the theory under 
consideration. Eph. ii. 13, 22. <* But now in Christ 
Jesus ye who sometimes were afar off," &c. 

5. The Spirit is represented as aiding Christians 
in prayer, a present work, and one very different 
from that of merely giving a revelation, and then 
leaving the people of God and the world too, to 
find out the truth, and address a throne of grace 
as they may. Rom. viii. 26, I need add no 
further considerations on this point. A theory 
which stands in such direct and palpable opposi- 
tion to the express teachings of inspiration on the 
subject, cannot surely accord with mind of the 
Spirit, 

VI. The sixth and last theory to be considered 
next claims our attention. According to this 
theory, the mission of the Spirit is wholly subsid- 
iary to that of Christ, and is co -extensive with it, 
in design and actual influence. As " Christ tasted 
death for every man," so the mission of the 
Spirit is to bring every man under an influence 
best adapted to secure in him an acceptance of the 
provisions of mercy. As no sinner perishes, with- 
out an atonement, so none perish, only as they 
have resisted the Spirit of GoA. ^^^^lixa:^ ^^>^^. 
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visions of grace upon tbeir acceptance. As no 
provisions are made for a part and withheld from 
the rest, so there are no common unconverting 
inflnences of the Spirit given to a part, and serving 
in their case, consequent on tlieir intrinsic ineffi- 
ciency, no other purpose, but to fit men for per- 
dition, and special connecting infljencss, which, if 
given to all, would infalHbly secure their conver- 
sion, but which God, in His sovereignty, with- 
holds from the many and bestows upon the few. 
It is not affirmed, that the Spirit does not operate 
at one time more than another, or equally upon all. 
But it is maintained, that all His influences, as far 
as sinners are concerned, are, in fact, converting 
influences, influences under which conversion not 
only may, but, in many instances, actually does 
take place. Sinners are not to be exhorted to 
pray for the Spirit to jonvert them, but to yield 
to llis influences at one?, in the exercise of " re- 
pentance toward God, and failh toward our Lord 
Jesus Christ." The office of the Spirit, is to pre- 
sent the truth to the mind of the sinner. The 
work and the only work of the sinner, is, not to 
pray for the Spirit, but to yield at once to the 
truth presented by the Spirit to his miud. The 
oflice of the religious teacher is, not first to tell the 
sinner of his dependance upon the Spirit, and then 
to exhort him to pray for the converting influences 
of the Spirit, but to urge him at once to yield to 
the Spirit by embracing the truth. In fulfilling 
His mission, the Spirit, according to this theory, 
sustains two relations entirely destincl to mankind, 
oae to sinners, and tlie other VobeW^N^i^. \w UY^^ek- 
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tion to the former, His office is, lo *' convince the 
WORLD of sin, of righteousness, and of judgment." 
In His relations to the laller, He opens upon the 
mental vision the things of Christ, that *' we all (with 
open face) beholding as in a glass the .glory of tlie 
Lord, may be changed into the same image from 
glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord." 
To the sinner He comes unasked. To the belie ver 
He is given in answer to prayer. The ** sealing 
and earnest of the Spirit,'* are to Le sought by faith, 
just as pardon through Christ is thus sought. ** How 
much more shall your Father who is in heaven 
give the Holy Spirit to them that ask Him." A few 
considerations only are requisite, to show that this is 
the true view of this great subject. 

1. In showing that all the other theories are and 
must be false, the highest evidence has been pre- 
sented of the truth of that now under consideraiion. 

2. The mission of '.he Spirit, in each of the forms 
above named, is a cleaHy revealed fact. The dis- 
tinction between Ilis common uncon verting, and 
His special convening influences as a fact is nowhere 
revealed, or even directly or indirectly hinted at in 
the Bible. When we make such a distinction, ** wo 
are wise above what is written." 

3. The ab?ohjte universality and impartiality of 
the provisions of grace through Christ demand, the 
supposition that the Spirit, in his ivissioii based 
wholly as it is upon such provisions, will be equally 
universal and impartial. As there are no provi- 
sions of grace tor a part of the race fully adequate 
for their necessities, and other provisions for the rest 
inadequate for theirs, so it is infinitely uav-^-asf^'^cakiVK. 
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lo suppose that there are common tmconverting in- 
fluences of the Spirit ^ven to a part, and special 
converting influences given to the rest, and in God's 
sovereignty withheld from all the world besides. 
What can be more unreasonable, without an express 
revelation to the contrary, than the supposition that 
the love of God to the race manifested through the 
mission of the Spirit, is less universal and impartial, 
than that manifested through the mission of Christ ? 
Such an idea supposes a total want of harmony 
among the persons of the Trinity in the work of 
redemption, Tlie Father is represented as ** willing 
tliat all men should be saved,'* and from " love to 
the world" as giving the Son to ** taste death for 
every man." In the name of every person of the 
Trinity, He takes an oath that " He is not willing 
that any should perish." Christ, in conformity to 
the plans and principles of such a form of love, love 
absolutely universal and impartial, makes provisions 
co-exten?ive with the wants of universal humanity. 
The Spit it now appears, as the final expression and 
manifestation of this love ; and what, accordinor to 
this idea, does He do ? He gives converting influ- 
ences to a part of the race, influences which, if given 
to all, would infallibly secure their conversion, and 
by an act of sovereignty withholds such influences 
from the rest. Where is the divine harmony in the 
relations of the different persons of the Trinity lo the 
work of rcdemp'ion on such a supposition > 

4. Nothing but the exigencies of a pre-formed 

theory pertaining to conversion, and not a simple 

study of what the Spirit has Hin.self revealed in 

re^rd to His own mission ever led (am 1 not jusiiiied 

-/in affirw^ng?) to the dialmclioti \i^\.v«^^tv \}wi vov. 
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converting and converting influences of the Spirit. 
Now whenever our theories lead us to discriminate 
where the Bible does not make a difference, it is 
quite safe and becoming in us to question the truth 
of our speculations, 

5. The theory under consideration accords with 
the positive teachings of the Bible. I need only 
refer, in confirmation of this proposition, to what 
was said under a former head, on the parable of 
the vineyard, found in Isaiah v, 1 — 5. Suppose 
that God, by an act of soTcreignty, withholds 
from all who are finally lost, a divine influence, 
which, if given, would infallibly secure their con- 
version, and then, in the presence of such a fact, 
asks the question, "What could I do to prevent the 
doom of these men, that I am not doing ? The 
answer is ready. Such a question can never pro- 
perly be put, on any other supposition than the 
truth of the theory of divine influence before us. 
Wherever, also, we read that some are saved in 
consequence of ** obeying the truth through the 
Spirit," and others lost consequent on " resisting 
the Holy Ghost," we are bound to suppose, with- 
out an express revelation to the contrary, that the 
influence yielded to, on the one hand, and resisted, 
on the 01 her, is one and the same. 

6. This theory, and this alone, perfectly meets 
our ideas of what ought to be under the divine 
government. If creatures are saved and lost in 
the presence of the same provisions, and under in- 
fluences precisely similar, and are saved or lost, 
only as they voluntarily accept and yield to, or 
resist and reject such provisions and vafts\ftX!kSi&'^^ 
then every department o^ o\xi mox^^.xi^'^^'^^'^''*^^^' 
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fied with the divine dispensations. Every depart- 
ment of our better nature, on the other hand, 
naturally and necessarily revolts from every other 
view. 

7. Finally, this theory and this alone accords 
fully with the manner in which men, under the 
influence of the Spirit, present the truth to sinners. 
Such men never, in any solitary instance, tell the 
sinner of his dependence upon the sovereign 
agency of the Spirit for conversion, and then ex- 
hort him to pray for the converting influences of 
the Spirit. How individuals dare to adopt such a 
mode of teaching, and that in direct opposition to 
inspired example, is a perfect mystery to me. On 
the other hand, inspired men always address sin- 
ners directly on the duty of immediate ** repent » 
ance towards God, and faith toward our Lord 
Jesus Christ;" and they are then exhorted to 
yield at once to the Spirit by obeying the truth, 
and charged with "resisting the Holy Ghost," 
while they refuse to do it. No other form of 
teaching has the least shadow of sanction from 
inspired example Instead of exhorting the sin- 
ner, remaining impenitent, to pray for the Spirit 
to convert him, he is expressly informed, that un- 
less he ** prays in faith, nothing wavering," he is 
not to "expect to receive anything from God." 
Now the theory under consideration perfectly ac- 
cords with such a mode of teaching, and it is the 
only theory that does accord with it. What higher 
evidence can be demanded of its truth? 

REMARKS. 

L It is no objection to ttie tti^oiy of divine iu' 
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fluence, established in this lecture, that the Bible 
ascribes the difterence between believers and unbe- 
lievers to the Spirit and grace of Christ. The 
Christian is what he is " by the grace of God," 
and "has nothing but what he has received." 
If the question be asked, however, why has he, 
and why has the sinner not this grace? the 
Bible answer to the question is this \> — The one 
has this grace because he voluntarily received it by 
faith, or " obeyed the trutli through the Spirit," 
and the other has it not, because he " put" the 
same grace " from him." 

2. \Ve have, in the manner in which the doc- 
trine of the Spirit's influences are very commonly 
presented, a striking exemplification of the fact, 
that under the influence of a certain theory rela- 
tive to any given subject, men, professing a 
supreme reverence for the scriptures, will fre- 
quently run directly over their most manifest 
teachings on that subject. I hold it to be a truth 
self-evident, and the opposite as a most dangerous 
error, that we are bound, not only to teach what 
is revealed in the " law and the testimony," 
but to conform our manner of teaching to clearly 
revealed inspired example. In traversing this 
kingdom, I find a quite common impression to 
exist, that a sermon is hardly evangelical, in which 
the sinner is not reminded of his dependence upon 
the Spirit for conversion, and exhorted to pray for 
the Spirit to impart to him a converting influence. 
What is the intrinsic tendency of such a mode of 
teaching? To turn the attention of the sinner 
a-^vaj from the very duty vi\i\t\iSX,SsNXi^ ^-^^^ja^^ 
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object of iDspiration to fix it upon, to wit, the 
duty of immediate repentance toward God, %ud 
faith toward our • Lord Jesus Christ, and to pre- 
vent his yielding to the Spirit, by obeying His call 
to repentance and faith. It tends, also, to impress 
the sinner with an error most unscriptural, and of 
most dangerous tendency, to wit, that prayer put up 
in impenitence and unbelief will be acceptable to 
God. Such a mode of presenting the doctrine of 
divine influence, also« is in express and open 
opposition to inspired example. Nothing like 
this, but everything in opposition to it, appears 
everywhere in the example of inspired teachers. 
Instead of telling the sinner of his dependence 
upon the Spirit, they tell him that he is '' always 
resisting the Holy Ghost" while he remains un- 
converted. Instead of telling him to pray for the 
Spirit, they urge him not to resist the Spirit by- 
refusing to " obey the truth.'* If we would follow 
inspired example, both in respect to manner and 
matter, we Bhall not, by our teaching, lead sin- 
ners to inqaire *' who shall ascend into heaven," or 
"go over the sea," or ''descend into the deep," to 
bring Christ or the Spirit to us. On the other 
hand, teaching them that <' the word is Yetj nigh 
them, even in their mouth and in their heart," 
we shall urge them at once to yield to the word and 
Spirit, by ** laying," directly and imme(Uatcly, 
" hold upon the hope set before them," 

THE END. 
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